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January 8,2003 

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 
Washington, DC 20554 ,‘..l&i~ , I .-L .I U2J:’;” Y”,p2/MAb 

In the Matter of 2002 Biennial Regulatory Review - Review of the Commission’s Broadcast Ownership Rules 
and Other Rules Adopted Pursuant to Section 202 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking, MM Docket No. 02- 277, (rel. Sept. 23,2002) 

To: The Secretary, FCC Commissioners, and Chief, Media Bureau: 

1 am writing to you today to comment on Docket No. 02-277, the Biennial Review of the FCC‘s broadcast media 
ownership rules. In its goals to promote competition, diversity and localism in today‘s media market, I strongly 
believe that the FCC should retain all of the current media ownership rules now in question. These rules serve the 
public interest by limiting the market power of already huge companies in the broadcast industry. 

I support the FCC‘s plan to hold a public hearing on this matter in Richmond, VA in February 2003. I strongly 
encourage the Commission to hold similar hearings in all parts of the country and solicit the widest possible 
participation from the public. The rarified, lawyerly atmosphere of an FCC rulemaking is not an appropriate 
decision-making venue when questions as profound as the freedom of our media are at stake. I encourage the 
Commissioners to come out and meet some of the people who do not have a fmancial interest in this issue, but a 
social interest. 

With the serious impact these rule changes will have on our democracy, it is important that the Commission take the 
time to review these issues more thoroughly and allow the American people to have a meaningful say in the process. 

As an employee of Jam Productions, Ltd., the country’s largest independent concert and theatrical promoter, I can 
speak fust hand about the effects of industry consolidation in the broadcast industries, having experienced the 
detrimental effects of consolidation in the concert industry. 

In the concert industry, Clear Channel, the largest concert promoter in the country controls the vast majority of the 
live concen business. Clear Channel has exclusive contracts with numerous venues across the country, blocking 
access to other promoters, resulting in less choice available to consumers in live entertainment. Additionally, Clear 
Channel’s guaranteed fees to the artists they promote are so exorbitant, that they must pass along this cost to the 
consumer, resulting is incredibly high-priced concert tickets, outside the reach of many fans. This has caused 
concert ticket prices and service charges to rise more than 60% over the past 6 years. 

The same consolidation in the concert industry is affecting the broadcast industry. By eliminating the remaining 
media concentration rules, the diversity and independence ofmedia outlets will be eroded so greatly as to leave the 
consumer with fewer choices in music. A few large corporations will control what music gets played and how oRen, 
resulting in bland, “safe” programming with little diversity, diminishing the quality of radio broadcasts. In effect, 
the democratic voice of consumers will be ignored (as they already are) as the large corporations work to serve their 
own interests, not the interests of the public. Without the current rules in place, there is no incentive by large 
corporations to vary radio broadcasts, create unique programming, or veer from playing the songs they want to 
promote, resulting in “less choice and no voice” for the consumer. 

In addition, since 1996 radio stations have become very formidable competitors of concert promoters by offering 
radio airplay and promotion in exchange for the artists’ appearance on their radio station concerts. Concert 
promoters cannot compete against radio stations concerts since we cannot offer anything that could match airplay 
and promotion. 

As such, the FCC should retain all of the current media ownership rules now in question 

Sincerely, , 



dYL1""'J u, I V Y ,  

FEDERAL COivIhlUNICATIONS COMMISSION 
Washington, DC 20554 

In the Matter  of 2002 Biennial Regulatory Review - Review of the Commission's Broadcast Ownership Rules 
and Other  Rules Adopted Pursuant to Section 202 of the  Telecommunications Act of 1996, Notice olProposed 
Rulemaking, MM Docket No. 02- 277, (rei. Sept. 23,2002) 

To: The Secretary, FCC Commissioners, and Chief, Media Bureau: 

I am writing to you today to comment on Docket No. 02-277, the Biennial Review of the  FCC's broadcast media 
ownership rules. Ln its goals to promote competition. diversity and localism in today's media market, I strongly 
believe that the FCC should retain all of the current media ownership rules now in question. These rules serve the 
public interest by limiting the market power of already huge companies in the broadcast industry. 

1 support the FCCs plan to hold a public hearing on this matter in Richmond, VA in February 2003. I strongly 
encourage the Commission to hold similar hearings in all parts of the country and solicit the widest possible 
participation from the public. The rarified, lawyerly atmosphere of an FCC rulemaking is not an appropriate 
decision-making venue when questions as profound as the freedom of our media are at stake. I encourage the 
Commissioners to come out and meet some of the people who do not have a financial interest in this issue, but a 
social interest. 

With the serious impact these rule changes will have on our democracy, it is important that the Commission take the 
time to review these issues more thoroughly and allow the American people to have a meaningful say in the process. 

As an employee of Jam Productions, Ltd., the country's largest independent concert and theatrical promoter, I can 
speak first hand about the effects of industry consolidation in the broadcast industries, having experienced the 
detrimental effects of consolidation in the concert indusny. 

In the concert industry, Clear Channel, the largest concert promoter in the country controls the vast majority of the 
live concert business. Clear Channel has exclusive contracts with numerous venues across the country, blocking 
access to other promoters, resulting in less choice available to consumers in live entertainment. Additionally, Clear 
Channel's guaranteed fees to the artists they promote are so exorbitant, that they must pass along this cost to the 
consumer, resulting is incredibly high-priced concert tickets, outside the reach of many fans. This has caused 
concert ticket prices and service charges to rise more than 60% over the past 6 years. 

The same consolidation in the concert industry is affecting the broadcast industry. By eliminating the remaining 
media concentration rules, the diversity and independence of media outlets will be eroded so greatly as to leave the 
consumer with fewer choices in music. A few large corporations will control what music gets played and how often, 
resulting in bland, "safe" programming with little diversity, diminishing the quality of radio broadcasts. In effect, 
the democratic voice of consumers will be ignored (as they already are) as the large corporations work to serve their 
own interests, not the interests of the  public. Without the current rules in  place, there is no incentive by large 
corporations to vary radio broadcasts, create unique programming, or veer from playing the songs they want to 
promote, resulting in "less choice and no voice" for the consumer. 

In addition, since 1996 radio stations have become very formidable competitors of concert promoters by offering 
radio airplay and promotion in exchange for the artists' appearance on their radio station concerts. Concert 
promoters cannot compete against radio stations concerts since we cannot offer anything that could match airplay 
and promotion. 

As such, the FCC should retain all of the current media ownership rules now in question. 

Sincerely, 



FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 
Washington, DC 20554 

In the Matter of 2002 Biennial Regulatory Review - Review of the Commission’s Broadcast Ownership Rules 
and Other Rules Adopted Pursuant to Section 202 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking, MM Docket No. 02- 277, (rel. Sept. 23,2002) 

To: The Secretary, FCC Commissioners, and Chief, Media Bureau: 

I am writing to you today to comment on Docket No. 02-277, the Biennial Review of the FCC‘s broadcast media 
ownership rules. In its goals to promote competition, diversity and localism in today’s media market, I strongly 
believe that the FCC should retain all of rhe current media ownership rules now in question. These rules serve the 
public interest by limiting the market power of already huge companies in the broadcast industry. 

I support the FCC’s plan to hold a public hearing on this matter in Richmond, VA in February 2003. I strongly 
encourage the Commission to hold similar hearings in all pans of the country and solicit the widest possible 
participarion from the public. The rarified, lawyerly atmosphere of an FCC rulemaking is not an appropriate 
decision-making venue when questions as profound as the freedom of our media are at stake. I encourage the 
Commissioners to come out and meet some of the people who do not have a financial interest in this issue, but a 
social interest. 

With the serious impact these rule changes will have on our democracy, it is important that the Commission take the 
time to review these issues more thoroughly and allow the American people to have a meaningful say in the process. 

As an employee of Jam Productions, Ltd., the country’s largest independent concert and theatrical promoter, I can 
speak first hand about the effects of industry consolidation in the broadcast industries, having experienced the 
detrimental effects of consolidation in the concert industry. 

In the concert industry, Clear Channel, the largest concert promoter in the country controls the vast majority of the 
live concert business. Clear Channel has  exclusive contracts with numerous venues across the country, blocking 
access to other promoters, resulting in less choice available to consumers in live entertainment. Additionally, Clear 
Channel’s guaranteed fees to the artists they promote are so exorbitant, that they must pass along this cost to the 
consumer, resulting is incredibly high-priced concert tickets, outside the reach of many fans. This has caused 
concert ticket prices and service charges to rise more than 60% over the past 6 years. 

The same consolidation in the concert industry is affecting the broadcast industry. By eliminating the remaining 
media concentration rules, the diversity and independence of media outlets will be eroded so greatly as to leave the 
consumer with fewer choices in music. A few large corporations will control what music gets played and how often, 
resulting in bland, “safe” programming with little diversity, diminishing the quality of radio broadcasts. In effect, 
the democratic voice of consumers will be ignored (as they already are) as the large corporations work to serve their 
own interests, not the interests of the public. Without the current rules in place, there is no incentive by large 
corporations to vary radio broadcasts, create unique programming, or veer from playing the songs they want to 
promote, resulting in “less choice and no voice” for the consumer. 

In addition, since 1996 radio stations have become very formidable competitors of concert promoters by offering 
radio airplay and promotion in exchange for the artists’ appearance on their radio station concerts. Concert 
promoters cannot compete against radio stations concerts since we cannot offer anything that could match airplay 
and promotion. 

As such, the FCC should retain all of the current media ownership rules now in question. 

Sincerely. -- , 
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January 8,2003 

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 
Washington. DC 20554 

In the Matter of ZOO2 Biennial Regulatory Review -Review of the Commission's Broadcast Ownership Rules 
and Other Rules Adopted Pursuant to Section 202 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking. MM Docket No. 02- 277, (rel. Sept. 23,2002) 

To. The Secreraiy. FCC Commissioners, and Chief, Media Bureau: 

I ani writnip to you today to comment on Docket No. 02-277, the Biennial Review of the FCC's broadcast media 
ownership rules. I n  ifs goals to promote competition, diversity and localism in today's media market, I strongly 
believe that [lie FCC should retain all of the current media ownership rules now in question. These rules serve the 
public interest by liiiiiting tlie market power of already huge companies in the broadcast industry, 

I support the FCC's plan to hold a public hearing on t h s  matter in Richmond, VA in February 2003. I strongly 
encourage the Comiission to hold similar hearings in all parts of the country and solicit the widest possible 
patticipation from the public. The rarified, lawyerly atmosphere of an FCC rulemaking is not an appropriate 
decision-making vrnue when questions as profound as the freedom of our media are at stake. I encourage the 
Conunissioners to come out and meet some of the people who do not have a fmancial interest in this Issue, but a 
social interest. 

With the serious inipact these rule changes will have on our democracy, it is important that the Commission take the 
tinhe to review tliese issues more thoroughly and allow the American people to have a meaningful say in the process. 

As an employee of l a m  Productions, Ltd., the country's largest independent concert and theatrical promoter, I can 
speak first hand about the effects of industry consolidation in the broadcast industries, having experienced the 
detruinental effects of consolidation in the concert industry. 

In the coiiceii industry. Clear Channel, the largest concert promoter in the counhy controls the vast majority of the 
live conceit business. Clear Channel has exclusive contracts with numerous venues across the country, blocking 
access to other promoters. resulting in less choice available to consumers in live entertainment. Additionally, Clear 
Chnnnel's guaranteed fees to the artists they promote are so exorbitant, that they must pass along this cost to the 
consumer, resulting IS  incredibly high-priced concert tickets, outside the reach of many fans. This has caused 
concert ticket piices and service charges to rise more than 60% over the past 6 years. 

The same coiisolidation iii the concert industry is affecting the broadcast industry. By eliminating the remaining 
iiiedin coiicentratioii lules. the diversit) and independence of media outlets will be eroded so greatly as to leave the 
coiisiiiiiei \ v i t l i  fewer choices in music. A few large corporations will control what music gets played and how often, 
resulting in bland. "safe" prograinming with little diversity, diminishing the quality of radio broadcasts. In effect, 
the democratic voice of consumers will be ignored (as they already are) as the large corporations work tc serve their 
owii interests. ]not tlie interests of the public. Without the current rules in place, there is no incentive by large 
corporatious to vary radio broadcasts, create unique programming, or veer from playing the songs they want to 
promote. resulting in  "less choice and no voice" for the consumer. 

In addition. since I996 radio stations have become very forn~idable competitors of concert promoters by offering 
radio aiiplay and promot~on in exchange for the attists' appearance on their radio station concerts. Concert 
promoters cannot compere against radio stations concerts since we cannot offer anything that could match airplay 
and uroniotioii. 

-4s siicli. the FCC sliould retain all of tlie current media ownership rules now in question. 

Sincerel>. 



January 9,2003 

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 
Washington, DC 20554 

In the Matter of 2002 Biennial Regulatoq Review - Review of the Commission’s Broadcast Owoership,Rules 
and Other Rules Adopted Pursuant to Section 202 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Notice of Proposed 
Rulemakiog, MM Docket No. 02- 277, (rel. Sept 23,2002) 

To. The Secretary, FCC Commissioners, and Chief, MediaBweau: 

I am writing to you today to comment on Docket No. 02-277, the Biennial Review of the FCC‘s broadcast media 
ownership rules. In its goals to promote competition, diversity and localism in today’s media market, 1 strongly 
believe that the FCC should retain all of the current media ownership rules now in question These rules sewe the 
public interest by limiting the market power of already huge companies in the broadcast industry. 

I support the FCC‘s plan to hold a public hearing on this matter in Richmond, VA in February 2003. I strongly 
encourage the Commission to hold similar hearings in all parts of the country and solicit the widest possible 
participation from the public. The rarified, lawyerly atmosphere of an FCC rulemaking is not an appropriate 
decision-making venue when questions as profound as the freedom of our media are at stake. 1 encourage the 
Coinmissioners to come out and meet some of the people who do not have a financial interest in t h i s  issue, but a 
social interest. 

With the serious impact these rule changes will have on our democracy, it is impartant that the Commission take the 
time to review these issues more thoroughly and allow the American people to have a meaningful say in the process. 

As an employee of Jam Productions, Ltd., the country’s largest independent concert and theamcal promoter, I can 
speak first hand about the effects of industry consolidation in the broadcast indusaies, llaving experienced the 
detnmental effects of consolidation in the concert industry. 

In the concert indusny, Clear Channel, the largest concert promoter in the counby controls the vast majority of the 
live concert business. Clear Channel has exclusive contracts with numerous venues across the country, blocking 
access to other promoters, resulting in less choice available to consumers in live entertainment. Additionally, Clear 
Channel’s guaranteed fees to the artists they promote are so exorbitant. that they must pass along this cost to the 
consumer, resulting is incredibly high-priced concert tickets, outside the reach of many fans. This has caused 
concert ticket prices and service charges to rise more than 60% over the past 6 years. 

The same consolidation in the concert industry is atfecting the broadcast industry. By eliminating the remaining 
media concentration rules, the diversity and independence of media outlets will be eroded so greatly as to leave the 
consumer with fewer choices in music. Afew large corporations will conaol what music gets played and how often. 
resulting in bland, “safe” programming with little diversity, diminishing the quality of radio broadcasts. In effect, 
the democratic voice of consumers will be ignored (as they already are) as the large corporations work to serve their 
own interests, not the interests of the public. Without the current rules in place, there is no incentive by large 
corporations to vary radio broadcasts, create unique programming, or veer from playing the songs they want to 
promote. resulting in “less choice and no voice’’ for the consumer. 

In addition since 1996 radio stations have become very fonnidable competitors of concert promoters by offering 
m h o  airplay aid promotion in exchange for the artists’ appearance on their radio station concerts Concert 
promoters cannot compete against radio stations concerts since we cannot offer anytlling that could match airplay 
and promotion. 

As such the FCC should retain all of the current media ownership rules nom in question 

Sincerely. 
/- \, 

J A M B  d tions. Ltd. A 



January 8,2003 

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 
Washington, DC 20554 

In the Matter of 2002 Biennial Regulatory Review -Review of the Commission's Broadcast Ownership Rules 
and Other Rules Adopted Pursuant to Section 202 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking, MM Docket No. 02- 277, (rel. Sept. 23, 2002) 

To: The Secretary, FCC Commissioners, and Chief, Media Bureau: 

I am writing to you today to comment on Docket No. 02-277, the Biennial Review of the FCC's broadcast media 
ownership rules. In its goals to promote competition. diversity and localism in today's media market, I strongly 
believe that the FCC should retain all of the current media ownership rules now in question. These rules serve the 
public interest by limiting the market power of already huge companies in the broadcast industry. 

I support the FCC's plan to hold a public hearing on this matter in Richmond, VA in February 2003. I strongly 
encourage the Commission to hold similar hearings in all parts of the country and solicit the widest possible 
participation from the public. The rarified, lawyerly atmosphere of an FCC rulemaking is not an appropriate 
decision-making venue when questions as profound as the freedom of OUT media are at stake. I encourage the 
Commissioners to come out and meet some of the people who do not have a fmancial interest in this issue, but a 
social interest. 

With the serious impact these rule changes will have on OUI democracy, it is important that the Commission take the 
time to review these issues more thoroughly and allow the American people to have a meaningful say in the process. 

As an employee of Jam Productions, Ltd., the country's largest independent concert and theatrical promoter, I can 
speak fust hand about the effects of industry consolidation in the broadcast industries, having experienced the 
detrimental effects of consolidation in the concert industry. 

In the concert industry, Clear Channel, the largest concert promoter in the country controls the vast majority of the 
live concert business. Clear Channel has exclusive contracts with numerous venues across the country, blocking 
access to other promoters, resulting in less choice available to consumers in live entertainment. Additionally, Clear 
Channel's guaranteed fees to the artists they promote are so exorbitant, that they must pass along this cost to the 
consumer, resulting is incredibly high-priced concert tickets, outside the reach of many fans. This has caused 
concert ticket prices and service charges to rise more than 60% over the past 6 years. 

The same consolidation in the concert industry is affecting the broadcast industry. By eliminating the remaining 
media concentration rules, the diversity and independence of media outlets will be eroded so greatly as to leave the 
consumer with fewer choices in music. A few large colporations will control what music gets played and how often, 
resulting in bland, "safe" programming with little diversity, diminishing the quality of radio broadcasts. In effect, 
the democratic voice of consumers will be ignored (as they already are) as the large corporations work to serve their 
own interests, not the interests of the public. Without the current rules in place, there is no incentive by large 
corporations to vary radio broadcasts, create unique programming, or veer from playing the songs they want to 
promote, resulting in "less choice and no voice" for the consumer. 

I n  addition, since 1996 radio stations have become very formidable competitors of concert promoters by offering 
radio airplay and promotion in exchange for the artists' appearance on their radio station concerts. Concert 
promoters cannot compete against radio stations concern since we cannot offer anything that could match airplay 
and promotion. 

As such, the FCC should retain all of the current medla ownership rules now in question. 

Sinrpr 

JAM Productions, Ltd. 



January 8,2003 

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 
Waslungton, DC 20554 

In the Matter of 2002 Biennial Regulatory Review -Review of the Commission’s Broadcast Ownership Rules 
and Other Rules Adopted Pursuant to Section 202 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking, MM Docket No. 02- 277, (rel. Sept 23,2002) 

To. The Secretary, FCC Commissioners, and Chief, Media Bureau: 

I am wriMg to you today to comment on Docket No. 02-277, the Biennial Review of the FCC‘s broadcast media 
ownership rules. In its goals to promote competition. diversity and localism in today’s media market I strongly 
believe that the FCC should retain all of the current media ownership rules now in question. These rules serve the 
public interest by limitingthe market power of already huge companies in the broadcast industry. 

I support the FCC‘s plan to hold a public hearing on this matter in Richmond, VA in February 2003. I strongly 
encourage the Commission to hold similar hearings in all parts of the counhy and solicit the widest possible 
paticipation from the public. The rarified, lawyerly atmosphere of an FCC rulemaking is not an appropriate 
decision-making venue when questions as profound as the freedom of our media are at stake. I encourage the 
Commissioners to came out and meet some of the people who do not have a financial interest in this issue, but a 
social interest. 

With the serious impact these rule changes will have on our democracy, it is important that the Commission take the 
time to review these issues more thoroughly and allow the American people to have a meaningful say in the process. 

As an employee of Jam Productions, Ltd., the country’s largest independent concert and theabical promoter, 1 can 
speak first hand about the effects of industry consolidation in the broadcast indushies. having experienced the 
detrimental effects of consolidation in the concert industry 

In the concert industry, Clear Channel, the largest concert promoter in the country controls the vast majority of the 
live concert business. Clear Channel has exclusive contracts with numerous venues across the country, blocking 
access to other promoters, resulting in less choice available to consumers in live entertainment. Additionally, Clear 
Channel’s guaranteed fees to the artists they promote are so exorbitant, that they must pass along this cost to the 
consumer, resulting is incredibly high-priced concert tickets, outside the reach of many fans. This has caused 
concert ticket prices and service charges to rise more than 60% over the past 6 years. 

The sane consolidation in the concert indusny is affecting the broadcast industry By eliminating the remaining 
media concentration rules, the diversity and independence of media outlets will be eroded so greatly as to leave the 
consumer with fewer choices in music. A few large corporations will conuol what music gets played and how often, 
resulting in bland, “safe” programming with little diversity, diminishing the quality of radio broadcasts. In effect. 
the democratic voice of comumers will be ignored (as they already are) as the large corporations work to serve their 
own interests. not the interests of the public. Without the current rules in place, there is no incentive by large 
corporations to vary radio broadcasts, create unique programming, or veer kom playing the songs they want to 
promote, resulting in “less choice and no voice” for the consumer. 

In addition since 1996 radio stations have become very formidable competitors of concert promoters by offeering 
radio u p l a y  and promotion in exchange for the msts’ appearance on their radio station concerts. Concert 
proiuoters cannot compete against radio stations concerts since we cannot offer a n y t h g  that could match airplay 
and promolion. 

As such the FCC should retain all of the current media onnershp rules now in question. 

Sincerely. 

JAM Producuons. Ltd 



January 8,2003 

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 
Washington, DC 20554 

lo the Matter of 2002 Biennial Regulatory Review -Review of the Commission’$ Broadcast Ownership Rules 
and Other Rules Adopted Pursuant to Section 202 OP the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking, MM Docket No. 02- 277, (rel. Sept  23,2002) 

To: The Secretary, FCC Commissioners. and Chief, Media Bureau: 

I am ~ t i n g  to you today to comment on Docket No. 02-277, the Biennial Review of the FCC’s broadcast me&a 
ownershp rules. In its goals to promote competition, diversity and localism in today’s media market I strongly 
believe that the FCC should retain all of the current media ownership rules now i n  question. These rules serve the 
public interest by limiting the market power of already huge companies in the broadcast industry. 

I support the FCCs plan to hold a public hearing on this matter in Richmond, VA in February 2003. I strongly 
encourage the Commission to hold similar hearings in all parts of the country and solicit the widest possible 
partlcipation from the public. The rari6ed lawyerly atmosphere of an FCC rulemaldng is not an appropriate 
decision-making venue when questions as profound as the freedom of OUT media are at stake. I encourage the 
Commissioners to come out and meet some of the people who do not have a financial interest in this issue, but a 
social interest. 

WiUi the serious impact these rule clmges will have on our democracy, it is important that tlie Commission take the 
tiiiie to review tliese issues more thoroughly and allow the American people to have a meaningful say in the process. 

As an employee of Jam Productions, Ltd., the counhy’s largest independent concert and theatrical promoter. I CII 
speak first hand about the effects of industry consolidation in the broadcast indusbies. having experienced tlie 
detrimental effects of consolidation in the concert industry 

In the concert industry, Clear Channel, the largest concert promoter in the country controls the vast imjority of the 
live concert business. Clear Channel has exclusive contracts with numerous venues across the country, blocking 
access to other promoters, resulting in less choice avdable to consumers in live entertainment. Additionally, Clear 
Channel’s guaranteed fees to the artists they promote are so exorbitant, that they must pass along tlus cost to the 
consumer, resulting is incredibly high-priced concert tickets, outside the reach of many fans. This has caused 
concert ticket prices and service charges to rise more than 60% over the past 6 years. 

The sane consolidation in the concert industry is affecting the broadcast industry. By eliminating the remaining 
media concenbation rules, tlie djversity and independence of media outlets will be eroded so greatly as to leave tlie 
consumer with fewer choices in music. A few large corporations will control what music gets played and how often. 
resulting in blind, “safe” programming with little diversity, diminishing the quality of radio broadcasts. In effect, 
tlie democratic voice of consumers will be ipored (as they already are) as the large corporations work to serve their 
own interests, not the interests of the public. Without the current rules in place. there is no incentive by large 
corporations to vary radio broadcasts, create unique programming, or veer from playing the songs they want to 
promote. resulting in “less choice and no voice” for the consumer. 

In addition, since 1996 radio stations have become very formidable competitors of concert promoters by offering 
radio airplay and promotion i n  exchange for the artists’ appearance on their radio station concerts. Concert 
promoters cannot compete against radio stations concerts since we cannot offer anytlling that could match q l a y  
and promotion. 

As NCIL the FCC should retain all of the current media ownership rules now in question 

Sincerely 

JAM Producuons. Ltd. 

Katie h e n  



January 8, 2003 

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 
Washington. DC 20554 

In  the  Matter of’ ZOO2 Biennial Regulatory Review - Review of the Commission’s Broadcast Ownership Rules 
and Other Rules Adopted Pursuant to Section 202 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking. ?vlM Docket No. 02- 277, (rel. Sept. 23,2002) 

To: Tlie Secretary. FCC Commissioners, and Chief, Media Bureau: 

I ani wrltlng to you today to comnient on Docket No. 02-277, the Biennial Review of the FCC‘s broadcast media 
ownership iules. 111 its !oak to promote compehtion, diversity and localism in today’s media market, I strongly 
believe tliat tlie FCC should retain all of tlie current media ownership tules now in question. These rules serve the 
public interest by limiting the market power of already huge companies in the broadcast industry. 

I support the FCC’s plan to hold a public heartng on this matter in hchmon& VA in February 2003. I strongly 
encourage tlie Coiluiiissioii to hold similar hearings in all parts of the country and solicit the widest possible 
paiticipation from the public. The rarified, lawyerly atmosphere of an FCC rulemaking is not an appropriate 
decision-niaking venue when questions as profound as the freedom of our media are at stake. I encourage the 
Conunissioiiers to coiiie out and meet some of the people who do not have a financial interest in h s  issue, but a 
social interest. 

With the serious impact these iule changes will have on our democracy, i t  is important that the Commission take the 
time to review these issues inore thoroughly and allow the American people to have a meaningful say in the process. 

As 811 employee of lam Productions, Ltd., the country’s largest independent concert and theatncal promoter, I can 
speak fiist hand about the effects of industry consolidation in the broadcast industries, having experienced the 
detriinental effects of consolidation in the concert industry. 

In the conceit industry, Clear Channel, the largest concert promoter in the country controls the vast majority ofthe 
live concert bosiuess. Clear Channel has exclusive contracts with numerous venues across the country, blocking 
access to other promoters. resulttng in less choice available to consumers in live entertainment. Additionally, Clear 
Chaiuiel’s guaranteed fees to the artists they promote are so exorbitant, that they must pass along this cost to the 
consumer. resulting is incredibly high-priced concert tickets, outside the reach of many fans. This has caused 
concert ticket prices and seivice charges to rise inore than 60% over the past 6 years. 

Tlie same consolidation in tlie concert industry is affecting the broadcast industry. By eliminating the remaining 
media coticelitration ndes. tlie diversity and independence of media outlets will be eroded so greatly as to leave the 
consumer with fewer choices in music. A few large corporations will control what music gets played and how often, 
resulting i i i  blind. “safe” programming with little diversity, diminislung the quality of radio broadcasts. In effect, 
the democratic voice of consumers will be ignored (as they already are) as the large corporations work to serve their 
own interests, iiot the interests of the public. Without the current rules in place, there is no incentive by large 
coiporations to vary radio broadcasts, create unique programming, or veer from playing the songs they want to 
promote. iesulting i n  “less choice and no voice” for the consumer. 

I n  additioii. siiice 1996 radio stations have become very formidable competitors of concert promoters by offering 
radio ai lplay and promotion in exchange for the artists’ appearance on their radio station concerts. Concert 
promoters Caiiiiot compete asamst radio stations concerts since we cannot offer anything that could match airplay 
and pimnotion 

As such. tlie FCC sliould retain all of the cuuent media ownership tules now in question. 

Sincerely. 



January 8,2003 

FEDERAL COMMLNCATIONS COMMISSION 
Washmgtoii. DC 20554 

In the Matter of 2002 Biennial Regulatory Review - Review of the Commission's Broadcast Ownership Rules 
and Other Rules Adopted Pursuant to Section 202 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking. MM Docket No. 02- 277, (rel. Sept. 23,2002) 

To- The Secretary. FCC Comss ioners ,  and Chief, Media Bureau: 

I aiii nmti i ig to you today to comment on Docket No. 02.277, the Biennial Review of the FCC's broadcast media 
ownership niles. In its ?oak to promote competition, diversity and localism in today's media market, I strongly 
believe tliar tlie FCC should retain all of the current media ownership rules now in question. These rules serve the 
publLc interest by liniituig tlie market power of already huge companies in the broadcast industry. 

I support the FCC's plan to hold a public hearing on t h s  matter in bchmond, VA in February 2003. I strongly 
encourage the Conuiiissioii to hold similar hearings in all parts of the country and solicit the widest possible 
participation fioni the public. The rarified, lawyerly atmosphere of an FCC rulemaking is not an appropriate 
decisionmaking veiiue when questions as profound as the freedom of our media are at stake. I encourage the 
Coinmissioiiers to come out and meet some of the people who do not have a fmancial interest in this issue, but a 
social interest. 

With the serious impact these rule changes will have on our democracy, it is important that the Commission take the 
time to review these issues iiiore thoroughly and allow the American people to have a meaningful say in the process. 

As a n  employee of Jan1 Pi~oductions, Ltd., the country's largest independent concert and theatrical promoter, I can 
speak first hand about the effects of industry consolidation in the broadcast indusmes, having experienced the 
detrimental effects of consolidation in the concert industry 

In the concert industry, Clear Channel, the largest concert promoter in the country controls the vast majority ofthe 
live concert business. Clear Channel has exclusive contracts with numerous venues across the country, blocking 
access to other proiiioters. resulting in less choice available to comumers in live entertainment. Additionally, Clear 
Channel's guaranteed fees to the artists they promote are so exorbitant, that they must pass along this cost to the 
coiisuiiier. resulting is incredibly high-priced concert tickets, outside the reach of many fans. This has caused 
concert ticket prices and service charges to rise more than 60% over the past 6 years. 

The same consolidation 111 the conceit industry is affecting the broadcast industry. By eliminating the remaining 
media concentuation iules. the diversity and independence of media outlets will be eroded so greatly as to leave the 
consumer with fewer choices in music. A few large corporations will control what music gets played and how often, 
resultinp 111 b lak l .  "safe" programing with little diversity, diminishmg the quality of radio broadcasts. In effecS 
the democratic voice of consumers will be ignored (as they already are) as the large corporations work to s e w  their 
own interests, not the interests of the public. Without the current rules in place, there is no incentive by large 
coiyorations to vary radio broadcasts, create unique programming, or veer from playmg the songs they want to 
promote, resulting i i i  "less choice and no voice" for the consumer. 

In addition. since 1996 radio stations have become very formidable competitors of concert promoters by offering 
radio aiivlay and promotion in exchange for the art is ts '  appearance on their radio station concerts. Concert 
promoters ciliiiiot compete against radio stations concerts since we cannot offer anything that could match alrplay 
and proiiiorioii. 

As SUCII .  ilie FCC should ieraiii all of the current media ownership rules now in question 

Si iicrie I y . 



January 8,2003 

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 
Washington. DC 20554 

In the Matter of 2002 Biennial Regulatory Review - Review of the Commission's Broadcast Ownership Rules 
and Other Rules Adopted Pursuant to Section 202 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking, iMM Docket No. 02- 277, (rel. Sept. 23, 2002) 

To: The Sccrrraiy. FCC Cornmussionerr, and Chief. Media Bureau: 

I ani wrltlng to you today to conunent on Docket No. 02-21?, the Biennial Review of the FCC's broadcast media 
ownediip iules. 111 its goals to promote competition, diversity and localism in today's media market, I strongly 
believe that the FCC should retain all of the current media ownership rules now in question. These rules serve the 
public interest by limiting the market power of already huge companies in the broadcast industry. 

1 support tlie FCC's plaii to hold a public hearing on this matter in Richmond, VA in February 2003. I strongly 
encourage the Conuiiission to hold sirmlar hearings in all parts of the country and solicit the widest possible 
participation from the public. The rarified, lawyerly atmosphere of an FCC rulemaking is not an appropriate 
decision-making venue when questions as profound as the freedom of o u ~  media are at stake. I encourage the 
Commissioners to come out and meet some of the people who do not have a fmancial interest in this issue, but a 
social interest. 

With the sei iot is  inipact these rule changes will have on ow democracy, it is important that the Commission take the 
time to review these Issues more thoroughly and allow the American people to have a meaningful say in the process. 

As a n  employee of Ian Pi~odiictions. Ltd.. the country's largest independent concert and theatrical promoter, I can 
speak ftist hand about the effects of indus'uy consolidation in the broadcast industries, having experienced the 
detrimental effects of consolidation in the concert industry. 

In the concert indusmy, Clear Channel, the largest concert promoter in the country conhols the vast majority of the 
live concei~t business. Clear Channel has exclusive contracts with numerous venues across the country, bloclung 
access to other promoters. resulting in less choice available to consumers in live entertainment. Additionally, Clear 
Choiinel's giiaraiiteed fees to the aitists they promote are so exorbitant, that they must pass along this cost to the 
consumer. resulting IS incredibly high-pnced concert tickets, outside the reach of many fans. This has caused 
conceit ticket pi-ices and service charges to rlse more than 60% over the past 6 years. 

The same consolidation in the concert industry is affecting the broadcast industry. By eliminating the remaining 
media conceiitratioii ides .  tlie diversity and independence of media outlets will be eroded so greatly as to leave the 
consunier w i t h  fewer choices in music. A few large corporations will control what music gets played and how often, 
resulting 111 bland. "safe" progi-aiming with little diversity, diminishing the quality of radio broadcasts. In effect, 
the democratic voice of consumers will be ignored (as they already are) as the large colporations work to serve their 
own mterests. 1101 the interests of the public. Without the current rules in place, there is no incentive by large 
coiporations to vary radio broadcasts, create unique programming, or veer fromplaying the songs they want to 
promote. resulting i n  "less choice and no voice" for the consumer. 

In addition since 1906 radio stations have become very formidable competitors of concert promoters by offering 
radio ailploy and promotion in exchange for the aitists' appearance on their radio station concerts. Concert 
promoters cannot conipetr against radio stations concerts since we cannot offer anything that could match airplay 
and promotion 

.%s such. tlie FCC should retain all of the cutTeiit media ownership d e s  now in question 

Sincerely 

J A M  Productions. Ltd. 



January 8,2003 

FEDERAL COMhNNICATIONS COMMISSION 
Washington, DC 20554 

In the Matter of 2002 Biennial Regulatory Review - Review of the Commission’s Broadcast Ownership Rules 
and Other Rules Adopted Pursuant to Section 202 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking, MM Docket No. 02- 277, (rel. Sept. 23,2002) 

To: The Secretary, FCC Commissioners, and Chief, Media Bureau: 

I am writing to you today to comment on Docket No. 02-277, the Biennial Review of the FCC‘s broadcast media 
ownership rules. In its goals to promote competition, diversity and localism in today’s media market, I strongly 
believe that the FCC should retain all of the current media ownership rules now in question. These rules serve the 
public interest by limiting the market power of already huge companies in the broadcast industry. 

I support the FCC‘s plan to hold a public hearing on this matter in Richmond, VA in February 2003. 1 strongly 
encourage the Commission to hold similar hearings in all parts of the country and solicit the widest possible 
participation from the public. The rarified, lawyerly atmosphere of an FCC rulemaking is not an appropriate 
decision-making venue when questions as profound as the freedom of our media are at stake. I encourage the 
Commissioners to come out and meet some of the people who do not have a financial interest in this issue, but a 
social interest. 

With the serious impact these rule changes will have on our democracy, it is important that the Commission take the 
time to review these issues more thoroughly and allow the American people to have a meaningfid say in the process. 

A s  an employee of Jam Productions, Ltd., the country’s largest independent concert and theatrical promoter, I can 
speak fust hand about the effects of industry consolidation in the broadcast industries, having experienced the 
detrimental effects of consolidation in the concert industry. 

In the concen industry, Clear Channel, the largest concert promoter in the country controls the vast majority of the 
live concert business. Clear Channel has exclusive contracts with numerous venues across the country, blocking 
access to other promoters, resulting in less choice available to consumers in live entertainment. Additionally, Clear 
Channel’s guaranteed fees to the artists they promote are so exorbitant, that they must pass along this cost to the 
consumer, resulting is incredibly high-priced concert tickets, outside the reach of many fans. This has caused 
concert ticket prices and service charges to rise more than 60% over the past 6 years. 

The same consolidation in the concert industry is affecting the broadcast industry. By eliminating the remaining 
media concentration rules, the diversity and independence ofrnedia outlets will be eroded so greatly as to leave the 
consumer with fewer choices in music. A few large corporations will control what music gets played and how often, 
resulting in bland, “safe” programming with little diversity, diminishing the quality of radio broadcasts. In effect, 
the democratic voice of consumers will be ignored (as they already are) as the large corporations work to serve their 
own interests, not the interests of the public. Without the current rules in place, there is no incentive by large 
corporations to vary radio broadcasts, create unique programming, or veer from playing the songs they want to 
promote, resulting in “less choice and no voice” for the consumer. 

In addition, since 1996 radio stations have become very formidable competitors ofconcert promoters by offering 
radio airplay and promotion in exchange for the artists’ appearance on their radio station concerts. Concert 
promoters cannot compete against radio stations concerts since we cannot offer anything that could match airplay 
and promotion. 

As such, the FCC should retain all of the current media ownership rules now in question. 

Sincerely, 

a P r o d u ; t i o n s .  Ltd. 



January 8,2003 

FEDERAL C O W I C A T l O N S  COMMISSION 
Washington, DC 20554 

In the Matter of 2002 Biennial Regulatory Review - Review of the Commission’s Broadcast Ownership Rules 
and Other Rules Adopted Pursuant to Section 202 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking, M M  Docket No. 02- 277, (rel. Sept. 23,2002) 

To: The Secretary, FCC Commissioners, and Chief, Media Bureau: 

I am writing to you today to comment on Docket No. 02-277, the Biennial Review ofthe FCC‘s broadcast media 
ownership tules. In its goals to promote competition, diversity and localism in today‘s media market, I strongly 
believe that the FCC should retain all of the current media ownership rules now in question. These rules serve the 
public interest by limiting the market power of already huge companies in the broadcast industry. 

I support the FCC‘s plan to hold a public hearing on this matter in Richmond, VA in February 2003. I strongly 
encourage the Commission to hold similar hearings in all parts of the country and solicit the widest possible 
participation from the public. The rarified, lawyerly atmosphere of an FCC rulemaking is not an appropriate 
decision-making venue when questions as profound as the freedom of our media are at stake. I encourage the 
Commissioners to come out and meet some of the people who do not have a financial interest in this issue, but a 
social interest. 

With the serious impact these rule changes will have on our democracy, it is important that the Commission take the 
time to review these issues more thoroughly and allow the American people to have a meaningfd say in the process. 

As an employee of Jam Productions, Ltd., the country’s largest independent concert and theatrical promoter, I can 
speak first hand about the effects of industry consolidation in the broadcast industries, having experienced the 
detrimental effects of consolidation in the concert industry. 

In the concert industry, Clear Channel, the largest concert promoter in the country controls the vast majority of the 
live concert business. Clear Channel has exclusive contracts with numerous venues across the country, blocking 
access to other promoters, resulting in less choice available to consumers in live entertainment. Additionally, Clear 
Channel’s guaranteed fees to the artists they promote are so exorbitant, that they must pass along this cost to the 
consumer, resulting is incredibly high-priced COnCert tickets, outside the reach of many fans. This has caused 
concert ticket prices and service charges to rise more than 60% over the past 6 years. 

The same consolidation in the concert industry is affecting the broadcast industry. By eliminating the remaining 
media concentration rules, the diversity and independence of media outlets will be eroded so greatly as to leave the 
consumer with fewer choices in music. A few large corporations will control what music gets played and how often, 
resulting in bland, “safe” programming with little diversity, diminishing the quality of radio broadcasts. In effect, 
the democratic voice of consumers will be ignored (as they already are) as the large corporations work to serve their 
own interests, not the interests of the public. Without the current rules in place, there is no incentive by large 
corporations to vary radio broadcasts, create unique programming, or veer from playing the songs they want to 
promote, resulting in ‘.less choice and no voice” for the consumer. 

In addition, since 1996 radio stations have become very formidable competitors of concert promoters by offering 
radio airplay and promotion in exchange for the artists’ appearance on their radio station concerts. Concert 
promoters cannot compete against radio stations concerts since we cannot offer anything that could match airplay 
and promotion. 

As such, the FCC should retain all of the current media ownership rules now in question. 



January 8,2003 

FEDERAL COMMLJNICATIONS COMMISSION 
Washington. UC 20554 

I n  the Mattel- of ZOO2 Biennial Regulatory Review - Review of the Commission’s Broadcast Ownership Rules 
and Other Rules Adopted Pursuant to Section 202 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking, MM Docket No. 02- 277, (rel. Sept. 23,2002) 

To: The Secretary FCC Commissioners, and Chief, Media Bureau: 

I an1 writing to you today to comment on Docket No. 02-277, the Biennial Review of the FCC‘s broadcast media 
owership mler. In i t s  goals to promote competition, diversity and localism in today’s media market, I strongly 
believe that tlie FCC should retam all of the current media ownership rules now in question. These rules serve the 
public iiiteiest by limiting the market power of already huge companies in the broadcast industry. 

I mpport tile FCC’s plat1 to hold a public hearing on this matter m Richmond, VA in February 2003. I strongly 
encourage the Coinmission to hold similar hearings in all parts of the counhy and solicit the widest possible 
parttcipation froin the public. The rarified, lawyerly atmosphere of an FCC rulemalung is not an appropriate 
decision-making venue when questions as profound as the freedom of our media are at stake. I encourage the 
Commissioners to come out and meet some of the people who do not have a fmancial interest in this issue, but a 
social interest. 

With the serious impact these rule changes will have on our democracy, it is important that the Commission take the 
time to review these issues tmore thoroughly and allow the American people to have a meaningful say in the process. 

As the President of Jain Theatricals, Ltd., which is part of the country’s largest independent concert and theatrical 
promoter. I can speak fKsr hand about the effects of industry consolidation in the broadcast industries, having 
experienced the detrimental effects of consolidation in the concert industry. 

In the coiicei~t industry. Clear Channel, the largest concert promoter in the country controls the vast majority of the 
live coucert business. Cleai- Channel has exclusive conuacts with numerous venues across the country, blocking 
access to other promoters. resulting in less choice available to consumers in live entertainment. Additionally, Clear 
Cliaiiiiel’s guaranteed fees to the artists they promote are so exorbitant, that they must pass along this cost to the 
consumer. resulting IS  incredibly high-priced concert tickets, outside the reach of many fans. This has caused 
concert ticket prices and seivice charges to rise more than 60% over the past 6 years. 

The same consolidation in the concert industry is affecting the broadcast industry By eliminating the remaining 
tiiedia concentration tules. the diversity and independence of media outlets will be eroded so greatly as to leave the 
consiiniei with. fewer choices in music. A few large corporations will control what music gets played and how often, 
resulting i n  bland, “safe” programming with little diversity, diminishing the quality of radio broadcasts. In effect, 
the democratic voice of consumers will be ignored (as they already are) as the large corporations work to serve their 
nw i i  iiiterests. inat tlie tntercsts of the public. Without the current rules in place, there is no incentive by large 
coipoiliriotis to vary radio broadcasts, create uuque programming, or veer from playing the songs they want to 
promote, resultiiig 111 “less choice and no voice” for the consumer. 

111 additiou. since 1996 iadio stations have become very formidable competitors of concert promoters by offering 
radio aitylay and promotion “1 exchange for the artists’ appearance on their radio station concerts. Concert 
promoters cannot compete against radio stations concerts since we cannot offer anything that could match airplay 
and promorion 

As wch. thr FCC should retain all of the current media ownership rules now in question. 

Sirlierely. / 
I 



January 8,2003 

FEDERAL COMEvlUNICATIONS COMMISSION 
Washingtoii. DC 20554 

In the Matter of 2002 Biennial Regulatory Review - Review of the Commission's Broadcast Ownership Rules 
and Other Rules Adopted Pursuant to Section 202 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking, IMM Docket No. 02- 277, (rel. Sept. 23,2002) 

To:  The Secretaty FCC Commissioners, and Chief, Media Bureau: 

I ani wiiting to you today to comment on Docket No. 02-277, the Biennial Review of the FCC's broadcast media 
owiiersliip niles. In its soak to promote competition, diversity and localism in today's media market, I strongly 
believe that the FCC should retam all ofthe current media ownership rules now in question. These rules s e n e  the 
piiblic interest by limiting the market power of already huge companies in the broadcast industry. 

I support the FCC's plan to hold a public hearing on this matter in Richmond, VA in February 2003. 1 strongly 
encourage the Conmiissioo ro hold similar hearings in all parts of the counhy and solicit the widest possible 
paiticipation from rhe public. The rarified, lawyerly atmosphere of an FCC rulemaking is not an appropriate 
decision-making veniie when questions as profound as the freedom of our media are at stake. I encourage the 
Co~mnissioners to come out and meet some of the people who do not have a fmancial interest in this issue, but a 
social interest. 

With the serioiis impact these rule changes will have on our democracy, it is important that the Commission take the 
time to review these issues inore thoroughly and allow the American people to have a meaningful say in the process. 

A s  a n  employee of Jam Theatricals, Ltd., which is part of the country's largest independent concert and theatrical 
pionioter, I caii speak fint hand about the effects of industry consolidation in the broadcast industries, having 
experienced the detrimental effects of consolidatioii in the concert industry. 

In the concert industry. Clear Channel, the largest concert promoter in the country controk the Vast majority of the 
live concert business. Clear Channel has exclusive conkacts with numerous venues across the counhy, blocking 
access to other promoters. resulting in less choice available to consumers in live entertainment. Additionally, Clear 
C h a ~ e l ' s  xiiaranteed fees to the artists they promote are so exorbitant, that they must pass along th is  cost to the 
consumer. resulting is incredibly high-priced concert tickets, outside the reach of many fans. This has caused 
coiicert ticket ]prices and service charges to rise more than 60% over the past 6 years. 

The same consolidatioii i n  the concert industry IS affecting the broadcast industry. By eliminahg the remaining 
media coucentratio~i Iniles. the diversity and independence of media outlets will be eroded so greatly as to leave the 
co1isiinier witl1,fewer choices in music. A few large corporations will control what music gets played and how often, 
resultiiig 111 blaiid. "safe" piogranuning with little diverslty, diminishing the quality of radio broadcasts. In effect, 
rlie democratic voice of coiisumers will be ignored (as they already are) as the large corporations work to serve their 
o w  interests, not the iiiterests of the public. Without the current rules in place, there is no incentive by large 
coi-porations to vary radio broadcasts, create unique programming, or veer from playing the songs they want to 
promote. resulting in "less choice and no voice" for the consumer. 

I n  nddihoii. since 1996 radio stations have become very formidable competitors of concert promoters by offering 
radio aii-plny and promotion in exchange for the artists' appearance on their radio station concerts. Concen 
promoters C ~ I I I L O I  compete against radio stations concerts since we cannot offer anything that could match airplay 
and promotion. 

As such. the FCC should retain all of the current media ow~vnersh~p rules now in question. 

Suicerely. 



January 8,2003 

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 
Washington, DC 20554 

In the Matter of 2002 Biennial Regulatory Review -Review of the Commission’s Broadcast Ownership Rules 
and Other Rules Adopted Pursuant to Section 202 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Notice ofproposed 
Rulemaking, MM Docket No. 02- 277, (rel. Sept. 23,2002) 

To: The Secretary, FCC Commissioners, and Chef, Media Bureau: 

I am writing to you today to comment on Docket No. 02-277, the Biennial Review of the FCC‘s broadcast media 
ownership rules. In its goals to promote competihon, dwersity and localism in today’s media market, I swongly 
believe that the FCC should retain all of the current media ownership d e s  now in question. These rules serve the 
public interest by limiting the market power of already huge companies in the broadcast industry. 

I support the FCC’s plan to hold a public hearing on this matter in Richmond, VA in February 2003. I strongly 
encourage the Commission to hold similar hearings in all parts of the country and solicit the widest possible 
participation from the public. The rarified, lawyerly atmosphere of an FCC rulemaking is not an appropriate 
decision-making venue when questions as profound as the freedom of our media are at stake. I encourage the 
Commissioners to come out and meet some of the people who do not have a fmncial interest in th is  issue, but a 
social interest. 

With the serious impact these rule changes will have on our democracy, it is important that the Commission take the 
time to review these issues more thoroughly and allow the American people to have a meaningful say in the process. 

As an employee of JamProductions, Ltd., the country’s largest independent concert and theatrical promoter, I can 
speak first hand about the effects of indusny consolidation in the broadcast industries, having experienced the 
detrimental effects of consolidation in the concert industry. 

In the concert industry, Clear Channel, the largest concert promoter in the country controls the vast majority of the 
live concert business. Clear Channel has exclusive contracts with numerous venues across the country, blocking 
access to other promoters, resulting in less choice available to consumers in live entertainment. Additionally, Clear 
Channel’s guaranteed fees to the artists they promote are so exorbitant. that they must pass along this cost to the 
consumer, resulting is incredibly high-priced concert tickets, outside the reach of many fans. This has caused 
concert ticket prices and service charges to rise more than 60% over the past 6 years. 

The same consolidation in the concert industry is affecting the broadcast industry. By eliminating the remaining 
media concentration rules, the diversity and independence of media outlets will be eroded so greatly as to leave the 
consumer with fewer choices in music. A Few large corporations will control what music gets played and how often, 
resulting in bland, “safe” programming with little diversity, diminishing the quality of radio broadcasts. In effect, 
the democratic voice of consumers will be ignored (as they already are) as the large corporations work to seme their 
own interests, not the interests of the public. Without the current rules in place, there is no incentive by large 
corporations to vary radio broadcasts, create unique programming, or veer from playing the songs they want to 
promote, resulting in “less choice and no voice” for the consumer. 

In addition, since I996 radio stations have become very formidable competitors of concert promoters by offering 
radio airplay and promotion in exchange for the artists’ appearance on their radio station concerts. Concert 
promoters cannot compete against radio stations concerts since we cannot offer anything that could match airplay 
and promotion. 

As such, the FCC should retain all of the current media ownership rules now in question 

Sincerely, 

Jm Producbo&td 



January 8,2003 

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 
Washington, DC 20554 

In the Matter of 2002 Biennial Regulatory Review - Review of the Commission’s Broadcast Ownership Rules 
and Other Rules Adopted Pursuant to Section 202 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking, MM Docket No. 02- 277, (rel. Sept. 23,2002) 

To. The Secretary, FCC Commissioners, and Chief, Media Bureau: 

I 
ownership d e s .  In its goals to promote competition, diversity and localism in today’s media market, I strongly 
believe that the FCC should retain all of the current media ownership rules now in question. These rules serve the 
public interest by limiting the market power of already huge companies in the broadcast industry. 

I support the FCC‘s plan to hold a public hearing on this matter in Richmond, VA in February 2003. I strongly 
encourage the Commission to hold similar hearings in all parts of the country and solicit the widest possible 
participation from the public. The rarified, lawyerly atmosphere of an FCC rulemaking is not an appropriate 
decision-making venue when questions as profound as the freedom of our media are at stake. I encourage the 
Commissioners to come out and meet some of the people who do not have a financial interest in t h i s  issue, but a 
social interest. 

With the serious impact these rule changes will have on our democracy, it  is important that the Commission take the 
time to review these issues more thoroughly and allow the American people to have a meaningful say in the process. 

As an employee of Jam Productions, Ltd., the country’s largest independent concert and theatrical promoter, I can 
speak first hand about the effects of industry consolidation in the broadcast industries, having experienced the 
detrimental effects of consolidation in the concert industry 

In the concert industry, Clear Channel, the largest concert promoter in the country controls the vast majority of the 
live concert business. Clear Channel has exclusive contracts with numerous venues across the country, bloclung 
access to other promoters, resulting in less choice available to consumers in live entertainment. Additionally. Clear 
Channel’s guaranteed fees to the anists they promote are so exohitant, that they must pass along this cost to the 
consumer, resulting is incredibly high-priced concert tickets, outside the reach of many fans. This has caused 
concert ticket prices and service charges to rise more than 60% over the past 6 years. 

The same consolidation in  the concert industry is affecting the broadcast industry. By eliminating the remaining 
media concentration rules, the diversity and independence of media outlets will be eroded so greatly as to leave the 
consumer with fewer choices in music. A few large corporations will control what music gets played and how often, 
resulting in bland, “safe” programming with little diversity, diminishing the quality of radio broadcasts. In effect. 
the democratic voice of consumers will be ignored (as they already arc) as the large corporations work to serve their 
own interests. not the interests of the public. Without the current d e s  in place, there is no incentive by large 
corporations to vary ram0 broadcasts, create unique programming, or veer from playing the songs they want to 
promote, resulting in “less choice and no voice” for the consumer. 

I n  addition. since 1996 radio stations have become very formidable competitors of concert promoters by offering 
radio airplay and promotion in exchange for the artists’ appearance on their radio station concens. Concert 
promoters cannot compete against radio stations concerts since we m o t  offer anytlung that could match airplay 
and promotion. 

As s x h .  the FCC should retain all of the current media ownershp rules now in question 

Sincerely 

JAM Productions. Ltd. 

writing to you today to comment on Docket No. 02-277, the Biennial Review of the FCC’s broadcast media 



January 8,2003 

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 
Washmgton, DC 20554 

lo the Matter of 2002 Biennial Regulatory Review - Review of the Commission's Broadcast Ownership Rules 
and Other Rules Adopted Pursuant to Seetion 202 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking, MM Docket No. 02- 277, (rel Sept. 23,2002) 

To: The Secretary. FCC Commissioners, and Chief, Media Bureau: 

I am writing to you today to comment on Docket No. 02-277, the Biennial Review of the FCC's broadcast media 
ownership rules. In its goals to promote competition, diversity and localism in today's media market, I strongly 
believe that the FCC should retain all of the current media ownership rules now in question. These rules serve the 
public interest by limiting the market power of already huge companies in the broadcast industry. 

I support the FCC's plan to hold a public hearing on this matter in Richmond, VA in February 2003. I strongly 
encourage the Commission to hold similar hearings in all parts of the country and solicit the widest possible 
participation from the public. The rarified, lawyerly atmosphere of an FCC rulemaking is not an appropriate 
decision-making venue when questions as profound as the freedom of our media are at stake. I encourage the 
Commssioners to come out and meet some of the people who do not have a financial interest in this issue, but a 
social interest. 

With the serious impact these rule changes will have on our democracy, it is important that the Commission take the 
time to review these issues more thoroughly and allow the American people to have a meaningful say in the process. 

As an employee of Jam Productions, Ltd., the country's largest independent concert and theatrical promoter, I can 
speak first hand about the effects of industry consolidation in the broadcast industries, having experienced the 
detrimental effects of consolidation in the concert industry 

In the concert industry. Clear Channel, the largest concert promoter in the country controls the vast majority of the 
live concert business. Clear Channel has exclusive contracts with numerous venues across the country, blocking 
access to other promoters. resulting in less choice available to consumers in live entertainment. Additionally. Clear 
Channel's guaranteed fees to the artists they promote are so exorbitant, that they must pass along tlds cost to the 
consumer, resulting is incredibly high-priced concert tickets, outside the reach of many fans. This has caused 
concert ticket prices and service charges to rise more than 60% over the past 6 years. 

The same consolidation in the concert industry is affecting the broadcast industry. By eliminating the remaining 
media concentration rules, the diversity and independence of media outlets will be eroded so greatly as to leave the 
consumer with fewer choices in music. A few large corporations will control what music gets played and how often, 
resulting in bland, "safe" programming with linle diversity, diminishng the quality of radio broadcasts. In effect. 
the democratic voice of consumers will be ignored (as they already are) as the large corporations work to serve their 
own interests. not the interests of the public. Without the current d e s  in place, there is no incentive by large 
corporations to vary radio broadcasts, create unique programming, or veer from playing the songs they want to 
promote. resulting in "less choice and no voice" for the consumer. 

In addition. since 199G radio stations have become very fonnidable competitors of concert promoters by offering 
raho airplay and promotion in exchange for the artists' appearance on their radio station concerts. Concert 
promoters c'mot compete against radio stations concerts since we cannot offer anyUung that could match airplay 
and promotion. 

As such. the FCC should retain all of the current media ownershp rules now in question 

Sincerely. 

JAM Productions,&d. 

Lalene Pons 



January 8,2003 

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 
Washington, DC 20554 

In the Matter of 2002 Biennial Regulatory Review - Review of the Commission’s Broadcast Ownership Rules 
and Other Rules Adopted Pursuant to Section 202 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking, MM Docket No. 02- 277, (rel. Sept. 23,2002) 

To: The Secretary, FCC Commissioners, and Chief, Media Bureau: 

I am writing to you today to comment on Docket No. 02-277, the Biennial Review of the FCC‘s broadcast media 
ownership rules. In its goals to promote competition, diversity and localism in today’s media market, I strongly 
believe that the FCC should retain all of the current media ownership rules now in question. These rules serve the 
public interest by limiting the market power of already huge companies in the broadcast indushy. 

I support the FCC’s plan to hold a public hearing on this matter in Richmond, VA in February 2003. I strongly 
encourage the Commission to hold similar hearings in all pans of the country and solicit the widest possible 
participation Erom the public. The rarified, lawyerly atmosphere of an FCC rulemaking is not an appropriate 
decision-making venue when questions as profound as the freedom of our media are at stake. I encourage the 
Commissioners to come out and meet some of the people who do not have a financial interest in this issue, but a 
social interest. 

With the serious impact these rule changes will have on our democracy, it is important that the Commission take the 
time to review these issues more thoroughly and allow the American people to have a meaningful say in the process. 

As an employee of Jam Productions, Ltd., the country’s largest independent concert and theatrical promoter, 1 can 
speak first hand about the effects of industry consolidation in the broadcast industries, having experienced the 
detrimental effects of consolidation in the concert industry. 

In the concert industry, Clear Channel. the largest concert promoter i n  the country controls the vast majority of the 
live concert business. Clear Channel has exclusive contracts with numerous venues across the country, blocking 
access to other promoters, resulting in less choice available to consumers in live entertainment. Additionally, Clear 
Channel’s guaranteed fees to the artists they promote are so exorbitant, that they must pass along this cost to the 
consumer, resulting is incredibly high-priced concert tickets, outside the reach of many fans. This has caused 
concert ticket prices and service charges to rise more than 60% over the past 6 years. 

The same consolidation in the concert industry is affecting the broadcast indusny. By eliminating the remaining 
media concentration rules, the diversity and independence of media outlets will be eroded so greatly as to leave the 
consumer with fewer choices in music. A few large corporations will control what music gets played and how often, 
resulting in bland, “safe” programming with little diversity, diminishing the quality of radio broadcasts. In effect, 
the democratic voice of consumers will be ignored (as they already are) as the large corporations work to setve their 
own interests, not the interests of the public. Without the current rules in place, there is no incentive by large 
corporations to vary radio broadcasts, create unique programming, or veer from playing the songs they want 10 
promote, resulting in “less choice and no voice” for the consumer. 

In addition, since 1996 radio stations have become very formidable competitors of  concert promoters by offering 
radio airplay and promotion in exchange for the mists’ appearance on their radio station concerts. Concert 
promoters cannot compete against radlo stations concerts since we cannot offer anything that could match airplay 
and promotion. 

As such. the FCC should retain all ofthe current media ownership rules now in question. 

Sincerely, 

JAM Produqtions, Ltd. : 

J -&qVY%Ll% ifer Bur e 
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FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 
Washington, DC 20554 

I n  the Matter of 2002 Biennial Regulatory Review - Review of the  Commission's Broadcast Ownership Rules 
and  Other Rules Adopted Pursuant to Section 202 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking, MiV Docket No. 02- 277, (rel. Sept. 23,2002) 

To: The Secretary, FCC Commissioners, and Chief, Media Bureau: 

I am writing to you today to comment on Docket No. 02-277, the Biennial Review of the FCC's broadcast media 
ownership rules. In its $oak to promote competition, diversity and localism in today's media market, I strongly 
believe that the FCC should retain all of the current media ownership d e s  now in question. These rules serve the 
public interest by limiting the market power of already huge companies in the broadcast industry. 

I support the FCC's plan to hold a public hearing on this matter in Richmond, VA in February 2003. I strongly 
encourage the Commission to hold similar hearings in all parts ofthe counny and solicit the widest possible 
participation from the public. The rarified, lawyerly atmosphere of an FCC rulemaking is not an appropriate 
decision-making venue when questions as profound as the freedom of our media are at stake. 1 encourage the 
Commissioners to come out and meet some of the people who do not have a financial interest in this issue, but a 
social interest. 

With the serious impact these rule changes will have on our democracy, it is important that the Commission take the 
time to review these issues more thoroughly and allow the American people to have a meaningful say in the process. 

As an employee of Jam Productions, Ltd., the country's largest independent concert and theatrical promoter, I can 
speak first hand about the effects of industry consolidation in the broadcast industries, having experienced the 
detrimental effects of consolidation in the concert industry. 

In the concert industry, Clear Channel, the largest concert promoter in the country controls the vast majority of the 
live concert business. Clear Channel has  exclusive contracts with numerous venues across the country, blocking 
access to other promoters, resulting in less choice available to consumers in live entertainment. Additionally, Clear 
Channel's guaranteed fees to the artists they promote are so exorbitant, that they must pass along this cost to the 
consumer, resulting is incredibly high-priced concert tickets. outside the reach of many fans. This has caused 
concert ticket prices and service charges to rise more than 60% over the past 6 years. 

The same consolidation in the concert industry is affecting the broadcast industry. By eliminating the remaining 
media concenwrion rules, the diversity and independence of media outlets will be eroded so greatly as to leave the 
consumer with fewer choices in music. A few large corporations will control what music gets played and how often, 
resulting in bland, "safe" programming with little diversity, diminishing the quality of radio broadcasts. In effect, 
the democratic voice of consumers will be ignored (as they already are) as the large corporations work to serve their 
own interests, not the interests of the public. Without the current rules in place, there is no incentive by large 
corporations to vary radio broadcasts, create unique programming, or veer from playing the songs they want to 
promote, resulting in "less choice and no voice'' for the consumer. 

In addition, since 1996 radio stations have become very formidable competitors ofconcert promoters by offering 
radio airplay and promotion in exchange for the artists' appearance on their radio station concerts. Concert 
promoters cannor compete against radio stations concerts since we cannot offer anything that could match airplay 
and promotion. 

As such, the FCC should retain all of the current media ownership rules now iti question. 

Sincerely. 

JAM Productions, Ltd. c> 
r 

/ /I I-< 

Krassi Boboshevsh? Y " L  k7 
/ 



January 8,2003 

FEDERAL COh4MUNtCATIONS COMMISSION 
Washington, DC 20554 

Io the Matter of 2002 Biennial Regulatory Review - Review of the Commission’s Broadcast Ownership Rules 
and Other Rules Adopted Pursuant to Section 202 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking, MM Docket No. 02- 277, (rel. Sept. 23,2002) 

To: The Secretary, FCC Commissioners, and Chief, Media Bureau: 

I am writing to you today to comment on Docket No. 02-277, the Biennial Review of the FCC‘s broadcast media 
ownershp rules. In its goals to promote competition, diversity and localism in today’s media market, I strongly 
believe that the FCC should retain all of the current media ownership d e s  now in question. These rules serve the 
public interest by limiting the market power of already huge companies in the broadcast industry 

I support the FCCs plan to hold a public hearing on this matter in Richmond, VA in February 2003. I strongly 
encourage the Commission to hold similar hearings in all pam of the country and solicit the widest possible 
participation from the public. The raniied, lawyerly atmosphere of an FCC rulemaking is not an appropriate 
decisionmaking venue when questions as profound as the freedom of our media are at stake. I encourage the 
Commissioners to come out and meet some of the people who do not have a financial interest in this issue, but a 
social interest. 

Wid1 the serious impact these rule changes will have on our democracy, it is important that the Commission take the 
time to review these issues more thoroughly and allow the American people to have a meaningful say in the process. 

As an employee of Jam Productions, Ltd., the country’s largest independent concert and theatrical promoter, I can 
speak first hand about the effects of industry consolidation in the broadcast industries, having experienced the 
detrimental effects of consolidation in the concert industry. 

In the concert Industry, Clear Channel, the largest concert promoter in the country controls the vast majority of the 
live concert business. Clear Channel has exclusive contracts with numerous venues across the country, blocking 
access to other promoters, resulting in less choice available to consumers in live entertainment. Additionally, Clear 
Channel’s guaranteedfees to the artists they promote are so exorbitant. that they must pass along this cost to the 
consumer, resulting is incredibly high-priced concert tickets, outside the reach of many fans. This has caused 
concert ticket prices and service charges to rise more than 60% over the past 6 years. 

The same coniolidation in the concert industry is affecting the broadcast industry. By eliminating the remaining 
media concentration rules, the diversity and independence of media outlets will be eroded so greatly as to leave the 
consumer with fewer choices in music. A few large corporations will control what music gets played and how often. 
resulting in bland, “safe” programming with little diversity, diminishing the quality of radio broadcasts. In effect. 
the democratic voice of consumers will be ignored (as they already are) as the large corporations work to serve their 
own interests. not the interests of the public. Without the current d e s  in place, there is no incentive by large 
corporations to vary ram0 broadcasts, create unique programming, or veer from playng the songs they want to 
promote. resulting in “less choice and no voice” for the consumer. 

111 addition, since 1996 radio stations have becomevery formidable competitors of concert promoters by offering 
radio airplay and promotion in exchange for the arUsts’ appearance on their radio station concerts. Concert 
promoters cannot compete against radio nations concerts since we cannot offer anyttung that could match airphl 
and proniouon. 

As such. the FCC should retain all of the current media ownerslup rules now in question. 

Sincerely. 

JAMProductions. Ltd 



January 8.2003 

FEDERAL COMMWICATIONS COMMISSION 
Washngton, DC 20554 

In the Matter of 2002 Biennial Regulatory Review - Review of the Commission‘s Broadcast Ownership Rules 
and Other Rules Adopted Pursuant to Section 202 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking, MM Docket No. 02- 277, (rel. Sept. 23,2002) 

To: The Secretary, FCC Commissioners, and Chief, Media Bureau: 

1 a m  witing to you today to comment on Docket No. 02-277, the Biennial Review oftlie FCC‘s broadcast media 
ownerslup rules. In its goals to promote competition, diversity and localism in today’s media market, I strongly 
believe that the FCC should retain all of the current media ownership rules now in question. These rules serve the 
public interest by lirmttng the market power of already huge companies in the broadcast industry. 

I support the FCC’s plan to hold a public hearing on this matter in Richmond, VA in February 2003. I strongly 
encourage the Commission to hold similar hearings in all parts of the county and solicit the widest possible 
participation from the public. The rarified, lawyerly atmosphere of an FCC rulemaking is not an appropriate 
decisiou-making venue when questions as profound as the freedom of our media are at stake. I encourage the 
Coirunissioners to come out and meet some of the people who do not have a financial interest in this issue, but a 
social interest. 

With the serious impact these rule changes will have on our democracy, it is important that the Commission take the 
time to review these issues more thoroughly and allow the American people to have a meaningful say in the process. 

As an employee of Jam Productions, Ltd., the country’s largest independent concen and theatrical promoter, I can 
speak first hand about the effects of industry consolidation in the broadcast industries, having experienced the 
detrimental effects of consolidation in the concert industry. 

In the concert industry. Clear Channel, the largest concert promoter in the counuy conuols the vast majority of the 
live concert business. Clear Channel has exclusive contracts with numerous venues across the country, blocking 
access to other promoters, resulting in less choice available to consumers in live entertainment. Additionally, Clear 
Channel’s guaranteed fees to the artists they promote are so exorbitant, that they must pass along this cost to the 
consumer, resulting is incredibly high-priced concert tickets, outside the reach of many fans. This has caused 
concert ticket prices and service charges to rise more than 60% over the past 6 years. 

The same consolidation in the concert industry is affecting the broadcast industry. By eliminating the remaining 
media concentration rules, the diversity and independence of media outlets will be eroded so greatly as to leave the 
consumer with fewer choices in music. A few large corporations will control what music gets played and how often, 
resulting in bland, “safe” programming with little diversity, diminishing the quality of radio broadcasts In effect, 
the democratic voice of consumers will be ignored (as they already are) as the large corporations work to serve their 
own interests, not the interests of the public. Without the current rules in place, there is no incentive by large 
corporations to vary radio broadcasts, create unique programming, or veer from playing the songs they want to 
promote. resulting in “less choice and no voice” for the consumer. 

In addtion. since 1996 radio stations have become very formidable competitors of concert promoters by offering 
radio airplay nnd promotion in exchange for the artists’ appearance on their radio station concerts. Concert 
promoters cannot compete against radio stations concerts since we cannot offer anyttung that could match illrplay 
aiid promotion. 

As such. the FCC should retain all of the current media ownerslup rules now in question 

Suicerel>. 

JAM P r o d u y u d i d .  

Melissa M. Gutierrez 



January 8,2003 

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 
Washington, DC 20554 

In the Matter of 2002 Biennial Regulatory Review - Review of the Commission's Broadcast Ownership Rules 
and Other Rules Adopted Pursuant to Section 202 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking, MM Docket No. 02- 277, (rel. Sept. 23,2002) 

To: The Secretary, FCC Commissioners, and Chef,  Media Bureau: 

I am writing to you today to comment on Docket No. 02-277, the Biennial Review of the FCC's broadcast media 
ownership rules. In its goals to promote competition, diversity and localism in today's media market, I strongly 
believe that the FCC should retain all of the current media ownership rules now in question. These rules serve the 
public interest by limiting the market power of already huge companies in the broadcast industry. 

I support the FCC's plan to hold a public hearing on this matter in Richmond, VA in February 2003. I strongly 
encourage the Commission to hold similar hearings in all parts of the couniq and solicit the widest possible 
pamcipation &om the public. The ratified, lawyerly atmosphere of an FCC mlemaking is not an appropriate 
decision-making venue when questions as profound as the freedom of our media are at stake. I encourage the 
Commissioners to come out and meet some of the people who do not have a fmncial interest in this issue, but a 
social interest. 

With the serious impact these tule changes will have on our democracy, it is important that the Commission take the 
time to review these issues more thoroughly and allow the American people to have a meaningful say in the process. 

As an employee of Jam Productions, Ltd., the country's largest independent concen and theatrical promoter, I can 
speak first hand about the effects of industry consolidation in the broadcast industries, having experienced the 
detrimental effects of consolidation in the concert industry. 

In the concert industq, Clear Channel, the largest concert promoter in the country controls the vast majority of the 
live concert business. Clear Channel has exclusive contracts with numerous venues across the country, blocking 
access to other promoters, resulting in less choice available to consumers in live entertainment. Additionally, Clear 
Channel's guaranteed fees to the artists they promote are so exorbitant, that they must pass along this cost to the 
consumer, resulting is incredibly high-priced concen tickets, outside the reach of many fans. This has caused 
concert ticket prices and service charges to rise more than 60% over the past 6 years. 

The same consolidation in the concert industry is affecting the broadcast industry. By eliminating the remaining 
media concentration rules, the diversity and independence of media outlets will be eroded so greatly as to leave the 
consumer with fewer choices in music. A few large corporations will control what music gets played and how often, 
resulting in bland, "safe" programming with little diversity, diminishing the quality of radio broadcasts. In effect, 
the democratic voice of consumers will be ignored (as they already are) as the large corporations work to serve their 
own interests, not the interests of the public. Without the curent rules in place, there is no incentive by large 
corporations to vary radio broadcasts, create unique programming, or veer from playing the songs they want to 
promote, resulting in "less choice and no voice" for the consumer. 

In addition, since 1996 radio stations have become very formidable competitors of concert promoters by offering 
radio auplay and promotion in exchange for the artists' appearance on their radio station concerts. Concert 
promoters cannot compete against radio stations concerts since we cannot offer anything that could match airplay 
and promotion. 

As such, the FCC should retain all ofthe current media ownership rules now in question 

Sincerely, 

Keith Moschea 
JAM Productions, Ltd 



January 8,2003 

FEDERAL COMMLTNICATIONS COMMISSION 
Washungton, DC 20554 

In the Matter of 2002 Biennial Regulatory Review - Review of the Commission’s Broadcast Ownership Rules 
and Other Rules Adopted Pursuant to Section 202 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking, MM Docket No. 02- 277, (rel. Sept 23,2002) 

To: The Secretary, FCC Commissioners, and Chief, Media Bureau: 

I am wnring to you today to comment on Docket No. 02-277, the Biennial Review of the FCC’s broadcast media 
ownership rules. In its goals to promote competition dwersity and localism in today’s media market, I strongly 
believe that the FCC should retain all of the current media ownership rules now in question. These rules serve the 
public interest by limiting the market power of already huge companies in the broadcast indumy. 

I support the FCC‘s plan to hold a public hearing on this matter in Richmond, VA in February 2003. I strongly 
encourage the Commission to hold similar hearings in all parts of the country and solicit the widest possible 
pmicipation from the public. The rarified, lawyerly atmosphere of an FCC rulemaking is not an appropriate 
decision-making venue when questions as profound as the freedom of our media are at stake. I encourage the 
Commissioners to come out and meet some of the people who do not have a financial interest in this issue, but a 
social interest. 

With the serious impact these d e  changes will have on our democracy, it is important that the Commission take the 
time to review these issues more thoroughly and allow the American people to have a meaningful say in the process. 

As an employee of Jam Productions, Ltd., the country’s largest independent concert and theatrical promoter, I can 
speak firs hand about the effects of industry consolidation in the broadcast indusbies, having experienced the 
detrinienld effects of consolidation in the concert indushy. 

In the concert industry, Clear Channel, the largest concert promoter in the country controls the vast majority of the 
live concert business. Clear Channel has exclusive contracts with numerous venues across the country, blocking 
access to other promoters, resulting in less choice available to consumers in Live entertainment. Additionally. Clear 
Clmmel’s guaranteed fees to the artists they promote are so exorbitant, that they must pass along tlus cost to the 
consumer, resulting is incredibly high-priced concert tickets, outside the reach of many fans. ‘Illis has caused 
concert ticket prices and service charges to rise more than 60% over the past 6 years. 

Tlie same consolidation in the concert industry is affecting the broadcast industry. By eliminating the remaining 
media concentration d e s ,  the diversity and independence of media outlets will be eroded so greatly as to leave the 
cousumer wiUi fewer choices in music. A few large corporations will control what music gets played and how often, 
resulting in bran4 “safe” programming with little diversity, diminishing the quality of radio broadcasts. In effect, 
the democratic voice of consumers will be ignored (as they already are) as the large corporations work to serve their 
own interests, not the interests of the public. Without the current d e s  in place, there is no incentive by large 
corporations to vary radio broadcasts, create unique programming, or veer from playing the songs they want to 
promote, resulting in “less choice and no voice” for the consumer. 

111 addition smce 1996 radio stations have become very formidable competitors of concert promoters by offering 
radio “play and promotion in exchange for the anists’ appearance on their radio station concerts. Concert 
promoters cannot compete against radio stations concerts since we cannot offer anythmg that could match airplay 
and protootion. 

As such the FCC should retain all of the current meda ownership rules now in question 

Sincerely 

IA$ Productions. Ltd 



January 8,2003 

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 
Washington, DC 20554 

In the Matter of2002 Biennial Regulatory Review - Review of the Commission’s Broadcast Ownership Rules 
and Other Rules Adopted Pursuant to Section 202 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking, MM Docket No. 02- 277, (rel. Sept  23,2002) 

To: The Secretary, FCC Commissioners, and Chief, Media Bureau: 

I am writing to you today to comment on Docket No. 02-277, the Biennial Review of the FCC‘s broadcast media 
ownership rules. In its goals to promote competition, diversity and localism in today’s media market, I strongly 
believe that the FCC should retain all of the current media ownership rules now in question. These rules serve the 
public interest by limiting the market power of already huge companies in the broadcast industry. 

I support the FCC’s plan to hold a public hearing on this matter in Richmond, VA in February 2003. I strongly 
encourage the Commission to hold similar hearings in all parts of the country and solicit the widest possible 
participation kom the public. The rarified, lawyerly atmosphere of an FCC rulemaking is not an appropriate 
decision-making venue when questions as profound as the freedom of our media are at stake. I encourage the 
Commissioners to come out and meet some of the people who do not have a fmancial interest in this issue, but a 
social interest. 

With the serious impact these rule changes will have on our democracy, it is important that the Commission take the 
time to review these issues more thoroughly and allow the American people to have a meaningful say in the process. 

As an employee of Jam Productions, Ltd., the counoy’s largest independent concert and theatrical promoter, I can 
speak fist  hand about the effects of indusby consolidation in the broadcast industries, having experienced the 
detrimental effects of consolidation in the concert industry. 

In the concert industry, Clear Channel, the largest concert promoter in the counhy controls the vast majority of the 
live concert business. Clear Channel has exclusive contracts with numerous venues across the country, blocking 
access to other promoters, resulting in less choice available to consumers in live entertainment. Additionally, Clear 
Channel’s guaranteed fees to the artists they promote are so exorbitant, that they must pass along this cost to the 
consumer, resulting is incredibly high-priced concert tickets, outside the reach of many fans. This has  caused 
conceri ticket prices and service charges to rise more than 60% over the past 6 years. 

The same consolidation in the concert industry is affecting the broadcast industry. By eliminating the remaining 
media concentration rules, the diversity and independence of media outlets will be eroded so greatly as to leave the 
consumer with fewer choices in music. A few large corporations will control what music gets played and how often, 
resulting in bland, “safe” programming with little diversity, diminishing the quality of radio broadcasts. In effect, 
the democratic voice ofcoosumers will be ignored (as they already are) as the large corporations work to serve tbeir 
own interests, not the interests of the public. Without the current rules in place, there is no incentive by large 
corporations to vary radio broadcasts, create unique programming, or veer from playing the songs they want to 
promote, resulting in “less choice and no voice” for the consumer. 

In addition, since I996 radio stations have become very formidable competitors of concert promoters by offering 
radio airplay and promotion in exchange for the artists’ appearance on their radio station concerts. Concert 
promoters cannot compete against radio stations concerts since we cannot offer anything that could match airplay 
and promotion. 

As such, the FCC should retain all of the current media ownership rules now in question. 

U S u e  Van Cleaf-Fish 



January 8,2003 

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 
Washington, DC 20554 

In the Matter of 2002 Biennial Regulatory Review -Review of the Commission’s Broadcast Ownership Rules 
and 0 t h  Rules Adopted Pursuant to Section 202 of  the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking, MM Docket No. 02- 277, (rel. Sept. 23,2002) 

To. The Secretary. FCC Commissioners, and Chief, MediaBureau: 

I am wntmg to you today to comment on Docket No. 02-277, the Biennial Review of the FCC’s broadcast media 
ownerslup rules. In its goals to promote competition, diversity and localism in today’s media market, I strongly 
believe that the FCC should retain all of the current media ownership rules now in question These rules serve the 
public interest by limiting the market power of already huge companies in the broadcast industry. 

I suppon the FCC‘s plan to hold a public hearing on this matter in Richmond, VA in February 2003. I strongly 
encourage the Commission to hold similar hearings in all parts of the counby and solicit the widest possible 
participation from the public. The rarified, lawyerly atmosphere of an FCC rulemaking is not an appropriate 
decision-making venue when questions as profound as the freedom of our media are at stake. I encourage the 
Coinmissioners to come out and meet some of the people who do not have a hnancial interest in this issue, but a 
social interest. 

With the serious impact these rule changes will have on ourdemocracy, it is important that the Coilunission take the 
time to review these issues more thoroughly and allow the American people to have a meaningful say in the process. 

As an eniployee of Jam Productions, Ltd., the counhy’s largest independent concert and theatrical promoter, I can 
speak first hand about the effects of industry consolidation in the broadcast industries, having experienced the 
detrimental effects of consolidation in the concert industry 

In the concert industry, Clear Channel, the largest concert promoter in the counby controls the vast majority of the 
live concert business. Clear Cllannel has exclusive contracts with numerous venues across the country, bloclung 
access to other promoters, resulting in less choice available to consumers in Live entertainment Additionally, Clear 
C l m e l ’ s  guaranteed fees to the artists they promote are so exorbitant. that they must pass along this cost to the 
consumer. resulting is incredibly high-priced concert tickets. outside the reach of many fans. Ttus has caused 
concert ticket prices and service charges to rise more than 60% over the past 6 years. 

The same consolidation in the concert industry is affecting the broadcast indusby. By eliminating the remaining 
media concenbation rules, the diversity and independence of media outlets will be eroded so greatly as to leave the 
consumer with fewer choices in music. A few large corporations will control what music gets played and how often. 
resulting in bland “safe” programming with little diversity, diminishing the quality of radio broadcasts. In effect 
the democratic voice of consumers will be ignored (as they already are) as the large corporations work to serve their 
own interests. not the interests of the public. Without the current rules in place, there is no incentive by large 
corporations to vary radio broadcasts, create unique programming, or veer from playing the songs they want to 
promote. resulting in “less choice and no voice” for the consumer. 

111 additiolL since 1996 radio stations have become very formidable competitors of concert promoters by offeering 
radio airplay and promotion in exchange for the artists’ appearance on their radio station concerts. Concert 
promoters cannot compete against radio stations concerts since we cannot offer anything that could match airplay 
arid promotion. 

As SUCIL the FCC should retain all of the current media ownership rules now in question 

Sincerely. 

JAM Producuons. Ltd 
C\,*4LL r .  75. ‘3)j 



January 8.2003 

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 
Washmgton, DC 20554 

Io the Matter of 2002 B i e ~ i a l  Regulatory Review -Review of the Commission’s Broadcast Ownership Rules 
and Other Rules Adopted Pursuant to Section 202 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking, MM Docket No. 02- 277, (rel. Sept 23,2002) 

To: The Secretary, FCC Commissioners, and Chief, Media Bureau: 

I am writing to you today to comment on Docket No. 02-277, the Biennial Review of the FCC‘s broadcast media 
ownership rules. In its goals to promote competition, diversiry and localism in today‘s media market. I strongly 
believe that the FCC should retain all of the current media ownership rules now in question. These rules serve the 
public interest by limitmgthe market power of already huge companies in the broadcast industry. 

I support the FCC‘s plan to hold a public hearing on this matter in Richmond VA in February 2003. I aongly 
encourage the Commission to hold similar hearings in all parts of the country and solicit the widest possible 
participation from the public. The rarified, lawyerly atmosphere of an FCC rulemaking is not an appropriate 
decisionmalung venue when questions as profound as the freedom of our media are at stake. I encourage the 
Commissioners to come out and meet some of the people who do not have a financial interest in this issue, but a 
social interest. 

With the serious impact these rule changes will have on our democracy, it is important that the Commission take the 
time to review these issues more thoroughly and allow the American people to have a meaningful say in  the process. 

As an employee of Jam Productions, Ltd., the country’s largest independent concert and theatrical promoter, I can 
speak first lund about the effects of industry consolidation in the broadcast induseies. having experienced the 
detrimental effects of consolidation in the concert industry. 

In the concert industry, Clear Channel, the largest concert promoter in the country controls the vast majority of the 
live concert business. Clear Channel has exclusive contracts with numerous venues across the country, blocking 
access to other promoters, resulting in less choice available to consumers in Live entertainment. Additionally, Clear 
Channel’s guaranteed fees to the artists they promote are so exorbitant, that they must pass along this cost to the 
consumer, resulting is incredibly high-priced concert tickets, outside the reach of many fans. This has caused 
concert ticket prices and service charges to rise more than 60% over the past 6 years. 

The same consolidation in the concert industry is affecting the broadcast indusby. By eliminating the remaining 
media concentration d e s .  the diversity and independence of media outlets will be eroded so greatly as to leave the 
coiisumer with fewer choices in music, A few large corporations will control what music gets played and how often. 
resulting in brand “safe” programming with little diversity, diminisling the quality of radio broadcasts. In effect. 
the democratic voice of consumers will be ignored (as they already are) as the large corporations work to serve their 
own interests, not the interests of the public. Without the current rules in place, there is no incentive by large 
corporations to vary radio broadcasts, create unique programming, or veer from playing the songs they want to 
promote. resulting in “less choice and no voice” for the consumer. 

111  addti04 since 1996 radio stations have become very formidable competitors of concert promoters by offering 
radio airplay and promotion in exchange for the artists’ appearance on their radio station concerts. Concert 
promoters cannot compete against radio stations concens since we cannot offer a n w g  that could match airplay 
and promotion. 

As such. the FCC should r e m  all of the current meha ownership rules now in question. 

Sincerel?. 

Productions. Ltd. 

Qaureen Boyle 



January 8,2003 

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 
Waslungton, DC 20554 

Lo the Matter of 2002 Biennial Regulatory Review - Review of the Commission’s Broadcast Ownership Rules 
and Other Rules Adopted Pursuant to Section 202 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking, MM Docket No. 02- 277, (rel. Sept 23,2002) 

To: The Secretary, FCC Commissioners, and Chief, Media Bureau: 

I am wrihng to you today to comment onDocket No. 02-277, the Biennial Review of the FCC‘s broadcast media 
ownerslup rules. In its goals to promote competition, diversity and localism in today’s media market, I strongly 
believe that the FCC should retain all of the current media ownership rules now in question. These rules serve the 
public interest by limiting the market power of already huge companies in the broadcast indusny. 

I support the FCC‘s plan to hold a public hearing on this matter in Richmond VA in February 2003. I strongly 
encourage the Commission to hold similar hearings in all parts of the country and solicit the widest possible 
pmicipation from the public. The rarified, lawyerly atmosphere of an FCC rulemaldng is not an appropriate 
decision-malung venue when questions as profound as the freedom of ow media are at stake. I encourage the 
Commissioners to come out and meet some of the people who do not have a financial interest in h s  issue, but a 
social interest. 

With the serious impact these d e  changes will have on our democracy, it is important that the Commission take the 
time to review these issues more thoroughly and allow the American people to have a meaningful say in the process. 

As an employee of Jam Productions. Ltd., the country’s largest independent concert and theabical promoter, I can 
speak first l m d  about the effects of indusny consolidation in the broadcast indusmes, having e,xperienced the 
detnmental effects of consolidation in the concert industry. 

111 the concert Lndustry, Clear Channel, the largest concert promoter in the country controls the vast majority of the 
live concert business. Clear Channel has exclusive contracts with numerous venues across the country, blocking 
access to other promoters, resulting in less choice available to consumers in live entertainment. Additionally, Clear 
C h e l ’ s  guaranteed fees to the artists they promote are so exorbitant, that they must pass along this cost to the 
consumer. resulting is incredibly high-priced concert tickets, outside the reach of many fans. This has caused 
concert ticket prices and service charges to rise more than 60% over the past 6 years. 

The same consolidation in the concert industry is affecting the broadcast industry. By eliminating the remau~ig  
media concenimtion rules, the diversity and independence of media outlets will be eroded so greatly as to leave the 
consumer wtli fewer choices in music. A few large corporations will control what music gets played and how often. 
resulting in blind, “safe” progriunming with little diversity, diminishing the quality of radio broadcasts. Ln effect, 
the democratic voice of consumers will be ignored (as they already are) as the large corporations work to serve their 
own interests, not the interests of the public. Without the current rules in place, there is no incentive by large 
corporations to vary radio broadcasts, create unique progianuning, or veer from playing the songs they want to 
promote. resulting in “less choice and no voice” for h e  consumer. 

In addition since 1996 radio stations have become very formidable competitors of concert promoters by offering 
radio airplay and promotion in exchange for the artists’ appearance on their radio station concens. Concert 
promoters cannot compete against radio stations concerts since we cannot offer a n w g  that could match airplay 
and promotion. 

As such. h e  FCC should retam all of the current media ownership rules now in question 

Sincyel!. 



January 8,2003 

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 
Washington, DC 20554 

In  the Matter of 2002 Biennial Regulatory Review - Review of the Commission’s Broadcast Ownership Rules 
and Other Rules Adopted Pursuant to Section 202 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking, MM Docket No. 02- 277, (rel. Sept. 23,2002) 

To: The Secretary, FCC Commissioners, and Chief, Media Bureau: 

1 am writing to you today to comment on Docket No. 02-277, the  Biennial Review o f  the FCC‘s broadcast media 
ownership tules. In its goals to promote competition, diversity and localism in today’s media market, I strongly 
believe that the FCC should retain a l l  of the current media ownership rules now in question. These rules s e n e  the 
public interest by limiting the market power o f  already huge companies in the broadcast industry. 

1 support the FCC’s plan to hold a public hearing on this matter in Richmond, VA in February 2003. 1 strongly 
encourage the Commission to hold similar hearings in al l  parts o f  the country and solicit the widest possible 
participation from the public. The rarified, lawyerly atmosphere of an FCC rulemaking i s  not an appropriate 
decision-making venue when questions as profound as the freedom of our media are at stake. I encourage the 
Commissioners to come out and meet some o f  the people who do not have a financial interest in this issue, but a 
social interest. 

With the serious impact these ru le changes will have on our democracy, it is  important that the Commission take the 
time to review these issues more thoroughly and allow the American people to have a meaningful say in the process. 

As an employee of Jam Productions, Ltd., the country’s largest independent concert and theatrical promoter, I can 
speak first hand about the effects o f  industry consolidation in the broadcast industries, having experienced the 
detrimental ef fects of consolidation in the concert industry. 

In  the concert indusuy. Clear Channel, the largest concert promoter in the country controls the vast majority o f  the 
live concert business. Clear Channel has exclusive contracts with numerous venues across the country, blocking 
access to other promoters, resulting in less choice available to consumers in live entertainment. Additionally, Clear 
Channel’s guaranteed fees to the anists they promote are so exorbitant, that they must pass along this cost to the 
consumer, resulting i s  incredibly high-priced concert tickets, outside the reach o f  many fans. This has caused 
concert ticket prices and service charges to rise more than 60% over the past 6 years. 

The same consolidation in the  concert industry i s  affecting the broadcast industry. By eliminating the remaining 
media concentration rules, the diversity and independence o f  media outlets wil l  be eroded so greatly as to leave the 
consumer with fewer choices in music. A few large corporations wi l l  control what music gets played and how often, 
resulting in bland, “safe” programming with little diversity, diminishing the quality o f  radio broadcasts. In effect, 
the democratic voice o f  consumers wi l l  be ignored (as they already are) as the large corporations work to serve their 
own interests, not the interests of  the public. Without the current rules in place, there i s  no incentive by large 
corporations to vary radio broadcasts, create unique programming, or veer from playing the songs they want to 
promote, resulting in “less choice and no voice’’ for the consumer. 

In addition, since 1996 radio stations have become very formidable competitors ofconcert promoters by offering 
radio airplay and promotion in exchange for the artists’ appearance on their radio station concerts. Concert 
promoters cannot compete against radio stations concerts since we cannot offer anything that could match airplay 
and promotion. 

As such, the FCC should retain all ofthe current media ownership tules now in question. 

Sincerely, 

JAM Productions, Ltd. ~ 



January 8,2003 

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 
Washington. DC 20554 

In the Matter of 2002 Biennial Regulatory Review - Review of the Commission’s Broadcast Ownership Rules 
and Other Rules Adopted Pursuant to Section 202 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking, MM Docket No. 02- 277, (rel. Sept  23,2002) 

To: The Secretary, FCC Commissioners, and Chief, Media Bureau: 

I am writing to you today to comment on Docket No. 02-277, the Biennial Review of the FCC’s broadcast media 
ownership rules. In its goals to promote competitiob diversity and localism in today’s media market, 1 strongly 
believe that the FCC should retain all of the current media ownership rules now in question. These rules serve the 
public interest by limiting the market power of already huge companies in the broadcast industry 

I support the FCC’s plan to hold a public hearing on this matter in Richmond, VA in February 2003. I strongly 
encourage the Commission to hold similar hearings in all pans of the country and solicit the widest possible 
participation from the public. The rarified, lawyerly atmosphere of an FCC rulemaking is not an appropriate 
decision-making venue when questions as profound as the freedom of our media are at stake. I encourage the 
Coinmissiooers to come out and meet some of the people who do not have a financial interest in this issue, but a 
social interest. 

With the serious impact these rule changes will have on our democracy, it is important that the Commission take the 
time to review these issues more thoroughly and allow the American people to have a meaningful say in the process. 

As an employee of J a m  Productions, Ltd., the country’s largest independent concert and theatrical promoter, I can 
speak first hand about the effects of industry consolidation in the broadcast industries, having experienced the 
detrimental effects of consolidation in the concert industry. 

In the concert industry, Clear Channel. the largest concert promoter in the country controls the vast majority of the 
live concert business. Clear Channel has exclusive contracts with numerousvenues across the country, blocking 
access to other promoters, resulting in less choice available to consumers in live entertainment. Additionally. Clear 
Channel’s guaranteed fees to the artists they promote are so exorbitant, that they must pass along this cost to the 
consumer, resulting is incredibly high-priced concert tickets, outside the reach of many fans. This has caused 
concert ticket prices and service charges to rise more than 60% over the past 6 years. 

The same consolidation in the concert industry is aect ing the broadcast industry. By eliminating the remaining 
media concentration rules, the diversity and independence of media outlets will be eroded so greatly as to leave the 
consumer with fewer choices in music. A few large corporations will control what music gets played and how often. 
resulting in bland, “safe” programming with little diversity, diminishing the quality of radio broadcasts. In effect, 
the democratic voice of consumers will be ignored (as they already are) as the large corporations work to serve their 
own interests, not the intereas of the public. Without the current rules in place, there is no incentive by large 
corporations to vary radio broadcasts, create unique programming, or veer from playing the songs they want to 
promote. resulting in “less choice and no voice” for the consumer. 

111 addition, since 1996 radio stations have become very formidable competitors of concert promoters by offering 
radio airplay and promotion in exchange for the artists’ appearance on their radio station concerts. Concert 
promoters cannot compete against radio stations concerts since we cannot offer any3lung that could match airplay 
and proiiiotion~ 

As sucl~. the FCC should retain all of the current media ownership rules now in question 

Sincerely y&& 
Seam Eliza eth Price 



January 8,2003 

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 
Washington, DC 20554 

In the Matter of 2002 Biennial Regulatory Review - Review of the Commission’s Broadcast Ownership Rules 
and Other Rules Adopted Pursuant to Section 202 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking, MM Docket No. 02- 277, (rel. Sept. 23,2002) 

To: The Secretary, FCC Commissioners, and Chief, Media Bureau: 

I am writing to you today to comment on Docket No. 02-277, the Biennial Review of the FCC‘s broadcast media 
ownership rules. In its goals to promote competition, diversity and localism in today’s media market, I strongly 
believe that the FCC should retain all ofthe current media ownership rules now in question. These rules serve the 
public interest by limiting the market power of already huge companies in the broadcast industry. 

I support the FCC‘s plan to hold a public hearing on this matter in Richmond, VA in February 2003. I strongly 
encourage the Commission to hold similar hearings in all parts of the country and solicit the widest possible 
participation from the public. The rarified, lawyerly atmosphere of an FCC rulemaking is not an appropriate 
decision-making venue when questions as profound as the freedom of our media are at stake. I encourage the 
Commissioners to come out and meet some of the people who do not have a financial interest in this issue, but a 
social interest. 

With the serious impact these rule changes will have on our democracy, it is important that the Commission take the 
time to review these issues more thoroughly and allow the American people to have a meaninghl say in the process. 

As an employee of Jam Productions, Ltd., the country’s largest independent concert and theatrical promoter, I can 
speak fust hand about the effects of industry consolidation in the broadcast industries, having experienced the 
detrimental effects of consolidation in the concert industry. 

In the concert industry, Clear Channel, the largest concert promoter in the counhy controls the vast majority of the 
live concert business. Clear Channel has exclusive conuacts with numerous venues across the country, blocking 
access to other promoters, resulting in less choice available to consumers in live entertainment. Additionally, Clear 
Channel’s guaranteed fees to the artists they promote are so exorbitant, that they must pass along this cost to the 
consumer, resulting is incredibly high-priced concert tickets, outside the reach of many fans. This has caused 
concert ticket prices and service charges to rise more than 60% over the past 6 years. 

The same consolidation in the concert industry is affecting the broadcast industry. By eliminating the remaining 
media concentration rules, the diversity and independence of media outlets will be eroded so greatly as to leave the 
consumer with fewer choices in music. A few large corporations will control what music gets played and how often, 
resulting in bland, “safe” programming with little diversity, diminishing the quality ofradio broadcasts. In effect, 
the democratic voice of consumers will he ignored (as they already are) as the large corporations work to serve their 
own interests, not the interests of the public. Without the current rules in place, there is no incentive by large 
corporations to vary radio broadcasts. create unique programming, or veer from playing the songs they want to 
promote, resulting in “less choice and no voice” for the consumer. 

In addition, since 1996 radio stations have become very formidable competitors of concert promoters by offering 
radio airplay and promotion in exchange for the artists’ appearance on their radio station concerts. Concert 
promoters cannot compete against radio stations concerts since we cannot offer anything that could match airplay 
and promotion. 

As such, the FCC should retain all of the current media ownership rules now in question. 

Sincerely, 

JAM Productions, Ltd. 



January 8,2003 

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 
Washington, DC 20554 

In the Matter of ZOO2 Biennial Regulatory Review - Review of the Commission's Broadcast Ownership Rules 
and Other Rules Adopted Pursuant to Section 202 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking, MM Docket No. 02- 277, (rel. Sept. 23,2002) 

To: The Secretary, FCC Commissioners, and Chief, Media Bureau: 

I am writing to you today to comment on Docket No. 02-277, the Biennial Review of the FCC's broadcast media 
ownership mles. i n  its goals to promote competition, diversity and localism in today's media market, I strongly 
believe that the FCC should retain all of the current media ownership rules now in question. These rules serve the 
public interest by limiting the market power of already huge companies in the broadcast industry. 

I support the FCC's plan to hold a public hearing on this matter in Richmond, VA in February 2003. I strongly 
encourage the Commission to hold similar hearings in all parts of the country and solicit the widest possible 
participation from the public. The rarified, lawyerly atmosphere of an FCC rulemaking is not an appropriate 
decision-making venue when questions as profound as the freedom of our media are at stake. I encourage the 
Commissioners to come out and meet some ofthe people who do not have a fvancial interest in this issue, but a 
social interest. 

With the serious impact these rule changes will have on our democracy, it is important that the Commission take the 
time to review these issues more thoroughly and allow the American people to have a meaningful say in the process. 

As an employee of Jam Productions, Ltd., the country's largest independent concert and theatrical promoter, I can 
speak fust hand about the effects of industry consolidation in the broadcast industries, having experienced the 
detrimental effects of consolidation in the concert industry. 

In the concert industry, Clear Channel, the largest concert promoter in the country controls the vast majority of the 
live concert business. Clear Channel has exclusive contracts with numerous venues across the country, blocking 
access to other promoters, resulting in less choice available to consumers in live entertainment. Additionally, Clear 
Channel's guaranteed fees to the artists they promote are so exorbitant, that they must pass along this cost to the 
consumer, resulting is incredibly high-priced concert tickets, outside the reach of many fans. This has caused 
concert ticket prices and service charges to rise more than 60% over the past 6 years. 

The same consolidation in the concert industry is affecting the broadcast industry. By eliminating the remaining 
media concentration rules, the diversity and independence of media outlets will be eroded so greatly as to leave the 
consumer with fewer choices in music. A few large corporations will control what music gets played and how often, 
resulting in bland, "safe" programming with little diversity, diminishing the quality of radio broadcasts. In effect, 
the democratic voice of consumers will be ignored (as they already are) as the large corporations work to serve their 
own interests, not the interests of the public. Without the current rules in place, there is no incentive by large 
corporations to vary radio broadcasts, create unique programming, or veer from playing the songs they want to 
promote, resulting in "less choice and no voice" for the consumer. 

In addition, since 1996 radio stations have become very formidable competitors of concert promoters by offering 
radio airplay and promotion in exchange for the artists' appearance on their radio station concerts. Concert 
promoters cannot compete against radio stations concerts since we cannot offer anything that could match airplay 
and promotion. 

As such, the FCC should retain all of the current media ownership rules now in question. 

Sincerelyl 

JAM Productions, Ltd 



January 8,2003 

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMh4lSSION 
Wasbungton, DC 20554 

In the Matter o f  2002 Biennial Regulatory Review -Review of the Commission’s Broadcast Ownership Rules 
and Other Rules Adopted Pursuant to Section 202 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking, MM Docket No. 02- 277, (rel. Sept 23,2002) 

To: The Secretary, FCC Commissioners, and Chief, MediaBureau: 

I am writing to you today to comment on Docket No. 02-277, the Biennial Review of the FCC’s broadcast meha 
ownerslup rules. In its goals to promote competition, diversity and localism in today’s mediamarkeL I strongly 
believe that the FCC should retain all of the current media ownership rules now in question. These rules serve tile 
public interest by limiting the market power of already huge companies in the broadcast industry. 

1 support the FCC‘s plan to hold a public hearing on this matter in Richmond, VA in February 2003. I strongly 
encourage the Commission to hold similar hearings in all parts of the counhy and solicit the widest possible 
participation from the public. The rarified, lawyerly atmosphere of an FCC rulemaking is not an appropriate 
decision-making venue when questions as profound as the freedom of our media are at stake. I encourage the 
Commissioners to come out and meet some of the people who do not have a financial interest in this issue, but a 
social interest. 

With the serious impact these rule changes will have on our democracy, it is important tllat the Commission take the 
time to review these issues more thoroughly and allow the American people to have a meaningful say in the process. 

As an employee of J a m  Productions, Ltd., the country’s largest independent concert and theahical promoter. I can 
speak first hand about the effects of industry consolidation in the broadcast industries, having e.xperienced the 
detrimental effects of consolidation in the concert indusny. 

In the concert industry, Clear Channel, the largest concert promoter in the country controls the vast majority of the 
live concert business. Clear Channel has exclusive contracts with numerous venues across the counny, blocking 
access to other promoters, resulting in less choice available to consumers in live entertainment. Additionally, Clear 
Clmnel’s guaranteed fees to the artists they promote are so exorbitant, that they must pass along tlGs cost to the 
consumer, resulting is incredibly high-priced concert tickets, outside the reach of many fans. This has caused 
concert ticket prices and sewice charges to rise more than 60% over the past 6 years. 

The same consolidation in the concert indushy is affecting the broadcast indusby. By eliminating the remaining 
media concenuation rules, the diversity and independence of media outlets will be eroded so greatly as to leave the 
consumer with fewer choices in music. A few large corporations will conwl what music gets played and how often, 
resulting in blanQ “safe” programming with little diversity, diminishing the quality of radio broadcasts. In effect, 
the democratic voice of consumers will be ignored (as they already are) as the large corporations work to sene their 
own interests, not the interests of the public. Without the current rules in place, there is no incentive by large 
corporations IO vary radio broadcasts, create unique programming, or veer ffom playing the songs they want to 
promote. resulting in “less choice and no voice” for the consumer. 

In addition, since 1996 radio stations have become very formidable competitors of concert promoters by offering 
radio airplay and promotion in exchange for the artists’ appearance on their radio station concerts. Concert 
promoters cannot compete against radio stations concern since we cannot offer anythmg that could match airplay 
and promotion. 

As SUCIL the FCC should retain all of the current me&a ownership rules now in question 

Sincerely, 

JAM Productions. Ltd. +/ Ron Pateras &--<- 



January 8,2003 

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 
Washington. DC 20554 

In the Matter of 2002 Biennial Regulatory Review -Review of the Commission’s Broadcast Ownership Rules 
and Other Rules Adopted Pursuant to Section 202 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking, MM Docket No. 02- 277, (rel. Sept 23,2002) 

To: “lie Secretary, FCC Commissioners, and Chief, MediaBureau: 

1 am Writing to you today to comment on Docket No. 02-217, the Biennial Review of the FCC‘s broadcast media 
ownership rules. In its goals to promote competition, diversity and localism in today’s media market, I strongly 
believe that the FCC should retain all of the current media ownership rules now in question. These rules serve the 
public interest by limiting the market power of already huge companies in the broadcast industry. 

I suppon the FCC‘s plan to hold a public hearing on this matter in Richmond, VA inFebruary 2003. I strongly 
encourage the Commission to hold similar hearings in all parts of the country and solicit the widest possible 
participation from the public. The rarified, lawyerly atmosphere of an FCC rulemaking is not an appropriate 
decision-makulg venue when questions as profound as the freedom of our media are at stake. I encourage the 
Commissioners to come out and meet some of the people who do not have a financial interest in this issue, but a 
social interest. 

With the serious impact these rule changes will have on our democracy, it is important that the Commission take the 
time to review these issues more thoroughly and allow the American people to have a meaningful say in the process. 

As an employee of Jam Productions, Ltd., the country’s largest independent concert and theatrical promoter, I can 
speak first hand about the effects of industry consolidation in the broadcast industries, having experienced the 
detrimental effects of consolidation in the concert industry. 

In the concert industry, Clear Channel, the largest concert promoter in the country controls the vast majority of the 
live concert business. Clear Channel has exclusive contracts with numerous venues across the country, blocking 
access to other promoters, resulting in less choice available to consumers in live entertainment. Additionally, Clear 
Clwmel’s guaranteed fees to the aaists they promote are so exorbitant, that they must pass along this cost to the 
consumer, resulting is incredibly high-priced concert tickets, outside the reach of many fans. This has caused 
concert ticket prices and service charges to rise more than 60% over the past 6 years. 

The same consolidation in the concert industry is affecting the broadcast industry. By eliminating the remaining 
media concentration rules, the diversity and independence of media outlets will be eroded so greatly as to leave the 
consumer with fewer choices in music. A few large corporations will control what music gets played and how often, 
resulting in bland “safe” programming with little diversity, diminishing the quality of radio broadcasts. In effect, 
the democratic voice of consumers will be ignored (as they already are) as the large corporations work to serve their 
own interests. not the interests of the public. Willlout the current rules in place, there is no incentive by large 
corporations to vary radio broadcasts, create unique programming, or veer from playing the songs they want to 
promote, resulting in “less choice and no voice” for the consumer. 

In addition. since 1996 radio stations have become very formidable competitors of concen promoters by offering 
rad0 airplay and promotion in exchange for the anists’ appearance on their radio Station Concerts. Concert 
promoters cannot compete against radio stations concerts since we cannot offer an-g that could la tch  @lay 
aid promotion. 

As such. the FCC should retain all of tbe current media ownership d e s  now in question 

Sincerelv. 



January 8,2003 

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 
Washington, DC 20554 

In the Matter of 2002 Biennial Regulatory Review - Review of the Commission’s Broadcast Ownership Rules 
and Other Rules Adopted Pursuant to Section 202 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Notice ofProposed 
Rulemaking, MM Docket No. 02- 277, (rel. Sept. 23,2002) 

To: The Secretary, FCC Commissioners, and Chief, Media Bureau: 

I am writing to you today to comment on Docket No. 02-277, the Biennial Review of the FCC‘s broadcast media 
ownership rules. In its goals to promote competition, diversity and localism in today’s media market, I strongly 
believe that the FCC should retain all of the current media ownership rules now in question. These rules serve the 
public interest by limiting the market power of already huge companies in the broadcast industry. 

I support the FCC’s plan to hold a public hearing on this matter in Richmond, VA in February 2003. I strongly 
encourage the Commission to hold similar hearings in all parts of the country and solicit the widest possible 
participation 60m the public. The rarified. lawyerly abnosphere of an FCC rulemaking is not an appropriate 
decision-making venue when questions as profound as the freedom of our media are at stake. I encourage the 
Commissioners to come out and meet some of the people who do not have a fmancial interest in this issue, but a 
social interest. 

With the serious impact these rule changes will have on our democracy, it is important that the Commission take the 
time to review these issues more thoroughly and allow the American people to have a meaningful say in the process. 

As an employee of Jam Productions, Ltd., the country’s largest independent concert and theatrical promoter, I can 
speak first hand about the effects of industry consolidation in the broadcast industries, having experienced the 
detrimental effects of consolidation in the concert industry. 

In the concert industry, Clear Channel, the largest concert promoter in the country controls the vast majority of the 
live concert business. Clear Channel has exclusive contracts with numerous venues across the country, blocking 
access to other promoters, resulting in less choice available to consumers in live entertainment. Additionally, Clear 
Channel’s guaranteed fees to the artists they promote are so exorbitant, that they must pass along this cost to the 
consumer, resulting is incredibly high-priced concert tickets, outside the reach of many fans. This has caused 
concert ticket prices and service charges to rise more than 60% over the past 6 years. 

The same consolidation in the concert industry is affecting the broadcast industry. By eliminating the remaining 
media concentration rules, the diversity and independence of media outlets will be eroded so greatly as to leave the 
consumer with fewer choices in music. A few large corporations will conuol what music gets played and how often, 
resulting in bland, “safe” programming with little diversity, diminishing the quality of radio broadcasts. In effect, 
the democratic voice of consumers will be ignored (as they already are) as the large corporations work to serve their 
own interests, not the interests of the public. Without the current rules in place, there is no incentive by large 
corporations to vary radio broadcasts, create unique programming, or veer from playing the songs they want to 
promote, resulting in “less choice and no voice” for the consumer. 

In addition, since 1996 radio stations have become very formidable competitors O f  COnCert promoters by offering 
radio airplay and promotion in exchange for the artists’ appearance on their radio station concerts. Concert 
promoters cannot compete against radio stations concerts since we cannot offer anything that could march airplay 
and promotion. 

As such, the FCC should retain all of the current media ownership rules now in question 

Sincerely, 

JAM Productions, Ltd. 

6 
bavid Rockland 


